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THIS  Memorial  Edition  is  inscribed  to  the  memory  of 
the  Reverend  Nathaniel  Dimock,  M.A.,  by  friends  and 
disciples  to  whom  his  name  is  at  once  dear  and  vener 
able.  In  him  the  grace  of  God  combined  in  perfect 
harmony  a  noble  force  and  range  of  mental  power,  an 
unshaken  fidelity  to  conscience  and  Revelation,  and  a 
spirit  beautiful  with  humility,  peace,  and  love. 

"  Remember  your  guides,  who  spoke  unto  you  the 
Word  of  God,  whose  faith  follow,  considering  the  end  of 
their  walk  of  life." 

H.  DUNELM. 


NOTICE   TO   FIRST    EDITION. 

THIS  pamphlet  is  published  in  the  hope  that  it  may 
lead  to  a  careful  and  candid  examination  of  some  points, 
the  importance  of  which  will  be  acknowledged  by  all. 

If  inaccuracies  should  unhappily  be  detected  in  a 
publication  which  has  been  too  hastily  prepared  for  the 
press,  the  writer  will  be  thankful  to  have  them  corrected. 

He  trusts  that  his  desire  has  been  simply  to  assist  in 
the  investigation  of  truth  ;  and  he  humbly  ventures  to 
hope  that  his  argument  may  commend  itself  to  those 
who  sincerely  seek  the  Truth  and  Peace. 

May  the  God  of  Truth  and  the  God  of  Peace  vouch 
safe  His  Blessing,  for  His  sake,  Who  alone  is  our  Truth, 
and  our  Peace ! 


ADVERTISEMENT  TO  FOURTH  ISSUE. 

IN  the  present  issue  certain  additions  have  been  made 
in  pp.  3,  4,  to  guard  against  a  serious  misunderstand 
ing  which  some  seem  to  have  entertained. 

In  p.  24  a  correction  has  been  made,  for  which  I  am 
indebted  to  the  courtesy  of  J.  T.  Tomlinson,  Esq.  I 
had  too  hastily  attributed  to  the  pen  of  Bishop 
Cosin  what  certainly  appears  to  have  been  suggested 
by  Bishop  Wren.  And  this  is  one  among  other  ex 
amples  tending  to  show  that  there  is  a  serious  error  in 
supposing  (as  many  have  supposed)  that  Cosin  must  be 
regarded  as  the  author  of  all  that  appears  in  his  hand 
writing  in  the  Durham  Prayer-Book. 

In  Note  H,  pp.  92  sqq.,  some  considerable  additions 
have  been  made  (as  well  as  a  correction)  in  consequence 
of  a  letter  from  Mr.  Lacey  which  appeared  in  the 
Record  of  October  29,  1897. 

Some  additions  have  also  been  made  to  notes  in  pp. 
xiii,  xiv,  xv,  n,  12,  45,  etc. 

It  is  right,  perhaps,  that  I  should  state  that  the  note 
in  p.  xlviii  has  been  added  in  consequence  of  a  letter 
received  from  the  Rev.  Luke  Rivington.  The  very 
courteous  and  kindly  tone  of  that  letter  I  desire  here 
gratefully  to  acknowledge.  In  that  letter  it  is  said  : 
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"  One  thing  seems  to  have  escaped  the  Archbishops  and 
yourself — viz.,  that  Leo  XIII.  has  not  decided  that  the 
porrection  of  instruments  is  not  necessary  for  those  who 
wish  to  be  aggregated  to  the  Latin  rite.  He  leaves 
that  matter  severely  alone." 

I  am  sure  I  may  venture  to  make  this  quotation,  be 
cause  by  some  ill-considered  or  unguarded  expression  of 
mine  others  may  probably  have  been  led  to  the  same 
conclusion.  But  for  myself  I  am  not  conscious  of 
having  written  anything  which  contravenes  the  state 
ment  here  made  concerning  Pope  Leo.  And  I  regret  if 
I  have  stated  anything  which  seems  to  imply  its  denial. 
For,  indeed,  while  I  am  sensible  of  the  difficulty  of  sup 
posing  the  porrectio  to  be  meant  as  the  supplement,  it 
has  always  seemed  to  me  that  the  words  of  the  Bull, 
"  quatenus  hoc  loco  se  dat  considerandam,"  must  be 
understood  as  implying,  rather  than  denying,  that  the 
"  manuum  impositio  "  is  not  the  whole  of  the  materia. 
I  do  not  see  how  they  can  be  understood  as  indicating 
less  than  that  the  claim  of  the  porrectio  is  at  any  rate 
left  an  open  question.  And  therefore  I  was  careful  in 
making  the  quotation  in  p.  xii  to  include  these  words  of 
the  Pope. 

It  is  otherwise,  I  think,  with  the  Decretum  of  Eugenius 
IV.  His  words  have  appeared  to  me  (and  still  do  ap 
pear  to  me,  all  glosses  notwithstanding),  as  understood 
prima  facie  in  their  obvious  and  natural  sense,  to  exclude 
the  "  manuum  impositio,"  not,  indeed,  of  course,  from 
the  Roman  ordinal  (see  note  in  p.  xvii),  but  from  the 
materia  of  the  sacrament  of  orders,  as  secundum  "  ortho- 
doxce  fidei  veritatem,  quam  Romana  profitetur  Ecclesia." 
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And  so,  it  seems  to  me,  the  Decretum  was  very  com 
monly  understood,  as  Morinus  declares  :  "  Ilia  sententia, 
quae  omnem  manuum  impositionem  ab  ordinatione  ex- 
cludebat,  erat  ante  Concilium  Tridentinum  communis- 
sima  "  (see  below,  p.  xxx). 

But  on  this  point  the  reader  must  be  referred  to  Note 
I.  in  the  Appendix,  which  has  been  added  in  consequence 
of  the  explanation  offered  in  the  "  Letter  on  Anglican 
Orders  by  the  Cardinal  Archbishop  and  Bishops  of  the 
province  of  Westminster."  In  the  appendix  will  be 
found  also  another  additional  note  (Note  J.),  dealing 
with  the  view  of  the  Earlier  Ordinals  taken  in  this 
letter  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Bishops,  as  in  answer  to 
the  "  Responsio  "  of  our  English  Primates. 

I  venture  here  to  request  some  special  attention  to 
the  question  which  I  have  asked  in  p.  85,  and  which 
has  now  been  printed  in  italics.  This  inquiry  has  not 
been  noticed  in  any  review  of  this  pamphlet  which  I 
have  seen.  Yet  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  has  a  fair 
claim  to  ask  for  a  candid  investigation.  Fair  criticism 
will  surely  allow  that,  as  regards  one  important  particu 
lar,  the  argument  of  the  S.P.C.K.  writer  must  stand  or 
fall  by  the  result.  Or  rather,  if  I  may  venture  to  say  so, 
I  cannot  but  think  that  the  position  might  be  abandoned 
if  no  "  such  example  "  can  be  produced. 

I  am  sorry  to  be  unable  to  add  a  word  in  defence  of 
my  position,  as  in  reply  to  the  Church  Quarterly  Review 
(October,  1897).  The  writer  prophesies  that  my  attempt 
is  "foredoomed  to  failure."  But  he  does  not  indicate 
the  point  at  which  my  argument  is  assailable.  I  can, 
however,  gladly  express  my  appreciation  of  the  grace 
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with  which  he  gives  me  credit  for  good  intentions,  and 
acknowledges  that  "  the  courtesy  and  calmness  and 
Christian  spirit  which  Mr.  Dimock  shows  in  this  pam 
phlet  certainly  entitle  all  he  has  to  say  to  consideration, 
and  demand  grateful  recognition  from  those  who  cannot 
agree  with  his  conclusions." 

It  is  this  "  consideration  "  which  I  venture  to  ask  for 
this  pamphlet.  I  ask  it  of  those  who  are  able  to  esti 
mate  the  weight  of  its  arguments.  And  I  am  bold 
enough  to  ask  it  in  the  hope  and  belief  that  it  may  lead 
some — perhaps  in  spite  of  prepossessions — even  so  far 
as  to  agree  with  my  conclusions. 

Under  the  most  sacred  conviction,  deep  and  ever 
deepening,  that  the  doctrine  I  have  desired  to  maintain 
is  the  Truth  of  God,  I  am  thankful  now  to  lay  down  my 
pen,  in  humble  trust  and  thankful  confidence  that  my 
effort  will  not  in  vain  be  committed  to  the  service  of 
Him  who  is  the  God  of  Truth. 


INTRODUCTION  TO  THE  SECOND 
EDITION. 

IN  the  first  edition  of  this  paper  it  was  thought  suffi 
cient  briefly  to  indicate  in  a  note,  which  still  retains  its 
place  in  the  Appendix,  that  the  omission  in  our  Ordinal 
of  the  "  porrectio  instrumentorum "  with  the  accom 
panying  "formula"  was  justified  by  the  investigations 
of  learned  Roman  divines,  and  even  (in  part)  by  the 
Bull  of  Pope  Leo,  which  seems,  in  this  matter,  to  con 
tradict  the  decree  of  Eugenius  IV.,  "  Exultate  Deo." 
But  since  the  course  of  recent  controversy  has  tended  to 
give  importance  to  this  decree  of  Eugenius,  and  the  al 
lusion  to  it  in  the  "  Reply  "  of  the  Primates  has  drawn 
forth  some  rather  severe  criticisms,  it  has  been  thought 
desirable  here  to  direct  some  special  attention  to  this 
Instruction  for  the  Armenians  and  the'  history  of  the 
Council  of  Florence. 

The  Primates  in  their  "  Responsio  "  have  quoted  the 
decree  of  Eugenius,  as  showing  "  how  slippery  and  weak 
the  judgment  of  the  Church  of  Rome  has  been  in  this 
matter  "  (p.  12). 

A  comparison  of  the  dictum  of  Pope  Leo  XIII.,  in  the 
Bull  "  Apostolicas  Curae,"  with  the  statement  of  the 
decree  of  Eugenius,  on  the  subject  of  the  matter  of  orders, 
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must  be  acknowledged  to  give  a  primd-facie  testimony 
in  support  of  the  contention  of  the  "  Responsio." 

Pope  Leo  says :  "  Cujus  [sacramenti  ordinis]  confer- 
endi  materia,  quatenus  hoc  loco  se  dat  considerandam, 
est  manuum  impositio  "  (p.  39,  edit.  Burns).  The  de 
cree  of  Eugenius  had  declared  "  Cujus  [sacramenti  or 
dinis]  materia  est  illud,  per  cujus  traditionem  confertur 
ordo,  sicut  presbyteratus  traditur  per  calicis  cum  vino, 
et  patenae  cum  pane  porrectionem." 

The  question,  then,  has  to  be  asked — and  it  is  not 
unimportant — Can  these  decisions  be  reconciled,  and 
the  apparent  mutability  of  the  judgment  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  in  this  matter  be  shown  to  be  not  real  by  al 
leging  that  Eugenius  was  only  giving  information  con 
cerning  the  Latin  rite,  and  that  the  consent  of  the  Greeks 
gives  evidence  that  the  Decretum  for  the  Armenians  was 
not  to  be  understood  (so  far  as  this  matter  was  con 
cerned)  as  having  any  doctrinal  import  beyond  this  ? 

Will  the  assent  of  the  Greeks,  if  proved,  avail  to  sup 
port  the  arguments  of  those  who  maintain  that  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  uncertainty  or  weakness  or  slipperi- 
ness  in  the  teaching  of  the  Romish  Church  ? 

Will  the  argument  hold — That  the  decretum,  as 
authorised  by  the  Council  and  approved  by  the  Greeks, 
cannot  possibly  be  understood  as  teaching/or  the  Church 
a  doctrine  concerning  the  sacrament  of  orders,  seeing 
that  the  Greeks  had  no  such  forma,  and  recognised  no 
such  materia  ? 

It  is  scarcely  possible,  indeed,  to  imagine  that  Pope 
Eugenius  was  intending  to  condemn  and  declare  void 
all  ordinations  in  which  the  form  and  the  matter  were 
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not  exactly  expressed  after  the  pattern  of  the  Roman 
Pontifical. 

Nor  is  it,  I  think,  to  be  supposed  that  the  Primates, 
in  their  "  Reply,"  ever  meant  to  attribute  so  much  to 
the  decree  of  Eugenius. 

The  arguments  against  such  a  view  of  the  decretum 
are  urged  with  unanswerable  force  by  Arcudius  in  the 
sixth  book  of  his  "  De  Concordia  "  (see  especially  pp. 
515,  516.  Paris,  1672).  They  are  also  very  strongly 
insisted  upon  by  Bishop  Cosin  in  his  well-known 
"Letters  concerning  Ordination"  (Works,  vol.  iv.,  pp. 
260,  sqq,,  A.C.L.).  Compare  Morinus,  Exerc.  VII.,  cap. 
v.,  §  ii.,  p.  118. 

It  is  rightly  stated  by  Hugh  Menardus,  the  learned 
Benedictine  :  "  Neque  in  Concilio  Florentine,  in  quo 
Grseci  cum  Ecclesia  Romana  sunt  reconciliati,  unquam 
de  eorum  Ordinationibus  dubitatum  est  :  neque  in 
unione  Armenorum,  cum  ipsis  Armenis  Eugenius  IV. 
tradidit  ritum  Ecclesiae  Romanse  in  Ordinationibus 
observandum,  pristinas  eorum  Ordinationes  irritavit, 
neque  Clemens  VIII.  Russorum  Episcopos,  Presby- 
teros,  et  Diaconos,  qui  ritum  Graecorum  servabant 
etiam  in  suis  Ordinationibus,  cum  eqs  in  gratiam 
Ecclesiae  Romanae  recepit,  iterum  ordinari  censuit  " l  (in 
S.  Gregorii  M.,  Op.,  torn,  iv.,  col.  504.  Venice,  1744). 

1  In  view  of  the  historical  circumstances  of  the  Council,  it  may  perhaps 
be  possible  to  make  too  much  of  arguments  derived  from  what  consistency 
might  have  required  on  the  side  both  of  Latins  and  Greeks.  It  might  be 
argued  that,  strictly  speaking,  the  traditions  of  the  Greeks  would  have  led 
them  to  expect  (as  a  condition  of  union)  that  the  Latins  should  submit  not 
only  to  re-ordination,  but  to  re-baptism,  seeing  they  recognise  trine  im 
mersion  as  belonging  to  the  integrity  of  baptism  (see  Kimmel's  "  Mon. 
fid.  EC.  Orien.."  pp.  172,  173;  and  App.,  pp.  108,  109).  But  at  Florence, 
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It  is  stated  in  "The  Year  of  Preparation"  that  the 
Greeks  "  have  received  validly,  but  not  lawfully,  the 
sacrament  of  order  "  (see  "  Milner  Refuted,"  p.  158). 

as  it  has  been  well  said,  under  the  hope  of  staving  off  the  fall  of  the  im 
perial  city,  "  the  Greeks  gave  up  everything,  and  received  nothing  in 
return  "  (Neale's  "  Essays  on  Liturgiology,"  p.  269,  ist  ed.).  Indeed  at 
Florence  a  prominent  Greek  Ecclesiastic  spoke  for  the  Union,  after  pro 
nouncing  the  Latins  to  be  aftdirTiffroi  (see  Syropulus,  sec.  g,  c.  g,  p.  262). 

In  Palmer's  "Dissertations  on  the  Eastern  Catholic  Communion" 
(Masters,  1853)  we  have  evidence  of  the  inconsistencies  of  the  present 
practice  of  the  Greeks,  who  "have  not  been  trained  to  logic"  (p.  no), 
and  (differing  from  the  Russians)  virtually  reduce  their  doctrine  to  this : 
"  Latin  baptisms  are  a  nullity,  except  when  we  Greeks  please  that  they  be 
recognised  "  (p.  109 ;  see  also  p.  174),  following  the  Constitution  of  1756, 
which  reversed  the  decision  of  1484  (by  a  Synod  at  Constantinople).  But 
we  are  told  that  "  between  the  time  of  Michael  Cerularius  and  that  of  the 
Council  of  Florence  the  Greeks  often,  but  not  uniformly,  treated  such 
Latin  baptisms  as  had  been  administered  without  trine  immersion  as  mere 
nullities ;  and  in  Russia,  too,  we  find  in  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  centuries 
Greek  prelates  directing  that  all  '  Romans,'  or '  Latins,'  not  regularly  dipped 
with  three  immersions,  were  to  be  '  baptised  '  "  (p.  107).  We  are  informed, 
however,  on  high  authority  that  a  Synod  at  Constantinople  in  the  thirteenth 
century  had  decreed  that  Westerns  were  to  be  anointed  with  chrism,  but 
not  re-baptised  (see  Birkbeck's  "  Russia  and  the  English  Church,"  vol.  i., 
P.  63). 

Dr.  Neale  assures  us:  "Till  a  comparatively  late  period  re-baptization 
was  constantly  practised  in  the  Russian  Church,  even  on  Roman  converts." 
And  he  says  he  has  heard  the  practice  "  even  now  defended  by  intelligent 
Russians  .  .  .  partly  because  they  imagined  aspersion  an  invalid  materia 
proximo,"  ("Hist,  of  Holy  Eastern  Ch.,  Intro.,"  ii.,  p.  949).  He  adds 
(p.  950) :  "  The  affusion  of  the  Latins  is  not  forgotten  as  an  item  in  the 
miserable  differences  of  the  two  Churches."  And  so  the  Encyclic  Epistle  of 
the  Eastern  Church  of  1848  (in  answer  to  the  Epistle  of  Pius  IX.,  an  epistle 
in  which  he  scrupulously  avoided  giving  the  title  of  bishop  to  the  Eastern 
prelates;  see  Neale,  p.  1193)  accuses  the  Papal  power  of  attempting  "to 
make  the  Baptism,  handed  down  to  us  by  God,  unnecessary  " — i.e.,  as  Dr. 
Neale  explains  (p.  1196),  to  make  "the  ancient  custom  of  immersion  un 
necessary  by  substituting  affusion,"  thus  rejecting  the  eirenical  teaching 
of  Arcudius — "  Certum  est,  earn  [trinam  mersionem]  non  esse  de  jure 
divino,  neque  spectare  ad  essentiam  Sacramenti  "  ("  De  Cone.,"  p.  24. 
Paris,  1672). 
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Bishop  Habert  says:  "  Ecclesia  Romana  omnium 
mater  et  magistra  bene  ordinat  ;  Ecclesia  Grasca  bene 
consecrat  :  utraque  veros  sacerdotes,  dissimili  quidem, 
sed  paris  omnino  virtutis  forma  initiat,  imo  perficit. 
De  Romana  Romani  non  dubitamus.  De  Graeca  vero 
cum  nee  Romana  omnium  disceptatrix  et  arbitra  un- 
quam  dubitaverit  ;  neque  nos  profecto  dubitare,  Roman- 
am  fidem  et  doctrinam  profitentes,  aequum  tutumque 
fuerit  "  ("  Liber  Pontificalis  Ecclesise  Graecae,"  p.  116. 
Paris,  1643). 

Leo  Allatius  quotes  from  Pachymeres  ("  Histor.," 
lib.  vi.)  :  'AjrapdBpavo'Ta  [tevei,  rjfjilv  re  Kaiceivois  ra  TOV 


eVt  re  TeXecr/u,&>  /3o,77Tfco-/iaT09,  Kal  iepcoavvr)  .  .  .  ical 
rot?  X,o£7rot9,  ol?  apa  /cal  77  KadoXi/crj  KOI  /J,ia  eKfcXfjcria  row? 
aurr}?  eVtreXet  rpo(j)i/j,ovs  ("  De  Eccles.  Occ.  atque 
Orient,  perpetua  Consensione,  Libri  tres,"  lib.  iii.,  cap. 
i.,  §  iii.,  p.  879.  Col.  Agrip.,  1648). 

He  adds  :  "  Subsequentes  Pontifices,  tantum  abfuit, 
ut  Grascorum  ritus  immutarint,  ut  etiam  eosdem  Grsecos, 

On  the  other  hand,  the  demand  might,  with  some  show  of  consistency, 
have  been  made  by  the  Latins  that  the  Greeks  should  all  be  re-baptized. 
In  support  of  such  a  contention  it  would  only  have  «been  necessary  to 
revive  a  decision  of  Gregory  IX.,  who  had  ruled  that  baptisms  according  to 
the  form  of  the  Greek  Church  were  null  and  void  (see  below,  p.  xxvi). 

And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  appears  that  for  several  centuries  Easterns 
coming  over  to  the  German  Latins  were  required  to  be  re-baptized  (see 
Palmer,  p.  108). 

As  regards  the  question  of  the  Eastern  orders,  some  have  maintained 
"  materiam  adsequatam  pro  Grsecis  esse  solam  manuum  impositionem,  pro 
Latinis  prseterea  esse  instrumentorum  traditionem  "  (see  Prof.  Perrone, 
"Praelec.,"  torn,  iii.,  p.  439).  And  Harduin  held  the  view:  "  Aliam 
materiam  pro  sacris  Ordinationibus  S.  Paulum  Orientalibus,  aliam  S. 
Petrum  Occidentalibus  tradidisse  "  (ibid.). 

b 


xvi  Introduction  to  the  Second  Edition 

poenis  indictis,  non  in  Grsecia  solum,  sed  in  Italia 
quoque,  et  quod  magis  admirabile  est,  in  urbe  omnium 
prima,  ad  ritus  Grsecos  servandos  obligaverint ;  quod 
nos  eorundem  Pontificum  diplomatibus,  in  tractatu  de 
Ordinationibus  Graecorum,  fuse  probavimus"  (ibid.). 

It  might  even  be  held  that  the  matter,  as  denned  in 
the  Decree,  was  implicitly  contained  in  the  impositio 
manus,  as  had  been  maintained  by  Bonaventura  (Op., 
torn,  v.,  p.  326,  Lugd.,  1668  ;  see  also  "  Arcudius,"  pp. 
505,  506,  512),  and  possibly  the  form  in  the  "  Accipite 
Spiritum  Sanctum  "  (see  Bramhall's  Works,  vol.  v., 
p.  217,  A.C.L.,  and  Salmeron  as  quoted  in  Cosin's  Works, 
vol.  iv.,  p.  257,  A.C.L. ;  see  also  Maskell's  "  Mon.  Kit," 
vol.  iii.,  p.  194).  Some  have  also  maintained  that  what 
was  the  essential  matter  for  the  Latin  Church,  was  not 
so  for  the  Greeks  (see  below,  pp.  xxxix,  xlviii). 

It  should  be  noted  that  there  appears  to  have  been 
in  the  practice  of  the  Greek  Church  a  certain  porrectio 
— a  delivery  of  the  panis  either  consecratus  or  consecmndus 
(see  Arcudius,  pp.  492,  499,  500,  503),  though  this  was 
not  regarded  as  the  essential  matter.1  But  this  would 
confessedly  not  have  been  sufficient  to  save  the  Greeks 
from  the  necessity  of  re-ordination,  if  the  intention  had 
been  that  the  Decretum  should  be  regarded  as  declaring 
what,  by  the  law  of  Christ,  is  binding  upon  the  whole 
Christian  Church. 

But  notwithstanding  all  that  has  been  urged  by  the 

1 "  Instrumenta  apud  Grsecos  exhibentur  quidem,  quia  tamen  exhibentur 
sine  ullis  verbis,  peractis  jam  sacris  ordinibus,  et  nulla  fit  eorum  mentio  in 
orationibus  consecratoriis,  non  videntur  de  facto,  et  ut  nunc  se  res  habet, 
esse  materia,  quamvis  possent  esse,  ut  sunt  apud  Latinos,  si  aliter  et 
una  cum  forma  exhiberentur  "  (Arcudius,  p.  499). 
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Rev.  Luke  Rivington  ("  Tekel,"  §  v.),  what  the  Primates 
do  say  concerning  Eugenius  can  scarcely  be  gainsaid ; l 
"  Ecclesiam  quasi  magistri  loco  erudit." 

Indeed,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  his  language  could  be 
otherwise  understood,  unless  the  Instruction  had  carried 
on  the  face  of  it  some  evidence  that  its  teaching  admitted 
of  application  only  within  local  limitations,  seeing  it 
followed  upon  the  Decretum  of  union,  which  (as  given  by 
Hefele,  vol.  vii.,  p.  729)  had  recognised  the  Pope  as 
"Omnium  Christianorum  Patrem  et  Magistrum" — Tldv- 
rcov  TWV  Xpicmavwv  Trarepa  re  Kal  8iSdcrKa\ov  V7rdp%eiv 
(see  below,  pp.  xxxiii,  xxxiv). 

But  how  are  we  to  resist  the  argument  of  those  who 
urge,  as  against  this,  that  the  Greeks  were  consulted 
on  the  matter,  and  were  consenting  parties  to  the 
Decree  ? 

The  history  of  the  Council  of  Florence  surely  makes 
the  question  of  the  assent  of  the  Greeks  a  matter  of  no 
very  great  importance  (see,  e.g.,  Salmon's  "  Infalli 
bility,"  p.  322).  But  it  seems  to  be  by  no  means  quite 
certain  that  the  Greeks  were  assenting  or  consenting 
parties  to  the  teaching  of  the  Decretum  (as  is  implied 
in  "Tekel,"  p.  41),  even  though  they  may  have  ex 
pressed  approval  of  the  Pope's  delivering  a  decree  to  the 
Armenians. 

Arcudius  says :  "  Decretum  .  .  .  pro  Graecis  datum 

1  It  may,  however,  be  freely  granted  that  the  Decretum  of  Eugenius 
could  hardly  be  held  to  warrant  ordinations  without  imposition  of  hands. 
In  this  matter  the  criticism  of  "  Tekel  "  (p.  41)  appears  to  be  probably 
just.  But  the  Decretum  certainly  could  be  fairly  pleaded  in  support  of 
the  opinion  that  ordinations  so  conferred  ought  not  to  be  treated  as  invalid 
(see  Bellarmine,  De  Sacr.  Ordin.,  lib.  i.,  cap.  ix.). 

b* 
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est  pridie  nonas  Julii,  pro  Armenis  decimo  calendas 
Decembris.  Quo  tempore  omnes  Graecos  decessisse 
certissimum  est"  (p.  514;  see  also  p.  515). 

And  with  this  seems  to  agree  the  statement  in  Mansi, 
torn.  xxxi.  c.  462,  c.  1045.  (Venice,  1798 ;  see  also 
Hefele,  vol.  vii.,  p.  749). 

And  this  is  confirmed  by  the  notes  in  Caranza 
("  Cone.,"  torn,  iii.,  p.  579),  which  date  the  arrival  of  the 
Armenians  after  the  departure  of  the  Greeks :  "  Post 
Graecorum  a  Synodo  Florentina  discessum  Apocrypharii 
Patriarchae  Armeni  Florentiam  accesserunt,  unionem 
cum  Ecclesia  Romana,  fideique  rectitudinem  quae- 
rentes"1  (compare  Mansi,  torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1046). 

This  is  confirmed  also  by  Platina  ("  De  vitis  Pont.," 
p.  285,  Colo.,  1626). 

And  Popoff  says  :  "  Isidore  alone,  with  a  few  others, 
remained  in  Florence  "  till  September  4.  "  The  rest  of 
the  Greeks  had  already  left  the  Council  in  the  month  of 
July"  ("History  of  the  Council  of  Florence,"  p.  162). 
This  is  in  accord  with  the  account  of  the  Greeks  them 
selves. 

Indeed,  the  letter  of  the  Pope  to  the  Potentates,  as 
given  by  Justinianus  from  a  MS.  in  the  Vatican,  seems 
to  settle  the  question  decisively.  If  only  that  letter  is 
acknowledged  to  be  a  genuine  document,  written 
" post  Graecorum  discessum"  (p.  333),  it  affords  indis 
putable  evidence  that  the  coming  of  the  Armenians  was 

1  It  should,  however,  be  noted  that  the  coming  of  the  Armenians  was 
not  unexpected.  The  letter  of  Eugenius,  written  shortly  after  the  depar 
ture  of  the  Greeks,  says  :  "  Expectantur  etiam  in  dies  cum  nostris  Nunciis 
ad  id  missis,  et  jam  fere  prae  foribus  adesse  nunciantur  Armeni,  gens 
magna,"  etc.  (see  Justinianus,  p.  334). 
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later  than  the  departure  of  the  Greeks,  seeing  that  in 
this  letter  Eugenius  states  that  he  is  (at  the  time  of 
writing)  daily  expecting  the  Armenians  to  arrive  (p.  334). 

If  this  were  so,  there  must  be  an  obvious  error  in  the 
statement  that  the  Greeks  and  the  Armenians  left  Flor 
ence  together. 

Bishop  Creighton  says:  "  On  July  20  the  Greek  pre 
lates  began  to  quit  Florence.  The  Emperor  remained 
till  August  26,  when  he  made  his  way  to  Venice " 
("  History  of  Papacy,"  vol.  ii.,  p.  350;  see  Justinianus, 
p.  348,  and  the  Greek  Author,  torn,  i.,  p.  677). 

I  do  not  feel  quite  sure  whether  I  am  right  in  suppos 
ing  that  the  Rev.  Luke  Rivington  ("Tekel,"  p.  40)  re 
gards  the  words  "  ipsis  oratoribus  consentientibus  "  as 
indicating  the  consent  of  the  Greeks.  The  Oratores  (if 
I  mistake  not)  are  the  Armenians  themselves  (see 
Caranza,  torn,  iii.,  p.  575,  "  His  omnibus  explicatis, 
praedicti  Armenorum  oratores,"  etc. ;  see  also  Arcudius, 
p.  515 ;  and  see  especially  in  the  Decretum.  as  given  in 
Mansi,  torn.  xxxi.  "  doctos  oratores  suos,"  c.  1049; 
"  cum  istis  oratoribus,"  c.  1050 ;  "  ipsis  prasbemus  ora 
toribus,"  c.  1059;  "praedicti  Armenorum  Oratores," 
c.  1060). 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Acts  of  the 
Council  (properly  so-called)  have  not  been  preserved. 
Our  information  concerning  it  is  mainly,  I  believe,  de 
rived  from  two  original  documents — one  written  in 
Greek,  probably  by  Bessarion,  or  (as  some  think)  by  an 
archbishop  (Dorotheus),  who  favoured  the  union  with 
the  Latins ;  the  other  written  by  a  Greek  priest  (Syro- 
pulos),  who  was  opposed  to  the  union,  though  he  appears 
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to  have  reluctantly  signed  the  decree  (see  Robertson's 
"  Hist,  of  Ch.  Ch.,"  vol.  viii.,  p.  105).  This  was  pub 
lished  from  a  MS.  in  Paris  in  1660.  But  Giustiniani's 
history,  derived  partly  from  notes  of  Andrea  de  S. 
Cruce,  is  important.  It  was  published  at  Rome  in 
1638.  It  is  entitled  "  Acta  Sacri  (Ecumenici  Concilii 
Florentini  ab  Horatio  Justiniano  Bibliothecae  Vaticanae 
custode  primario,  collecta,  disposita,  illustrata,"  and  is 
dedicated  to  Pope  Urban  VIII. 

The  comparative  value  of  the  (in  some  particulars) 
discordant  records  is  discussed  in  Weismann's  "  Hist. 
Eccles.  Nov.  Test.,"  i.,  pp.  1272,  1273.  (Halae  Magd., 

1745). 

According  to  one  account,  we  are  told  "  Legati  Ar- 
menorum  .  .  .  una  cum  Graecis,  Florentia  discesserunt, 
ann.  Dom.  1439,  circa  diem  Mensis  Julii  22,  vel  23  " 
(see  Labbe,  torn,  xiii.,  col.  1278),  whereas  the  Instruction 
was  not  given  till  November  22.  Hence  Bishop  Cosin 
concludes,  "  Instructio  .  .  .  decretum  Concilii  non  est, 
sed  ementitum  potius  et  commentitium  decretum  solius 
Eugenii  IV."  (Works,  vol.  iv.,  pp.  135,  136,  A.C.L.). 

Natalis  Alexander  observes  that  the  decree  for  the 
union  with  the  Greeks  is  inscribed,  "  Definitio  S. 
CEcumenicae  Florentinas  synodi,"  but  that  for  the 
Armenians,  "  Decretum  Eugenii  Papae  IV."  ("  Hist. 
Eccles.,"  torn,  xviii.,  p.  636).  He  adds:  ''Doctissimi 
S.  facultatis  Parisiensis  magistri  ac  professores  hoc 
de  Armenis  decretum  ad  Florentinam  synodum  cecu- 
menicam  pertinere  negant,  et  Eugenii  IV.  decretum 
simpliciter  vocant "  (ibid.). 

There  is  great  difficulty  in  harmonizing  the  Instruc- 
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tion  and  the  records  concerning  the  Council,  "which," 
says  Bishop  Cosin,  "  so  much  poseth  the  author  who 
collected  the  sessions  of  this  Council  into  a  short  sum 
mary,  that  he  knoweth  not  how  to  reconcile  the  one  to 
the  other,  but  by  saying,  that  either  the  Greeks  and  the 
Armenians  tarried  longer  (contrary  to  what  he  had  said 
before),  or  that  the  synod  continued  longer  after  they 
were  gone  (whereof  there  are  no  acts  to  be  seen),  or,  at 
least,  that  some  other  synod  was  held  at  Florence  (when 
this  was  ended)  in  the  month  of  December"  ("  Scholas- 
tical  Hist,  of  Canon,"  ch.  xvii.,  Works,  vol.  iii.,  pp.  242, 
243,  A.C.L.). 

And  again  he  says,  in  his  Historia  Transubstantiationis, 
"  Quod  hoc  [Eugenius]  fecit  approbante  Concilio  Floren 
tine  (quemadmodum  in  hoc  suo  decreto  ab  ipso  Eugenio 
dictum  est,  et  saepius  dictum),  falsi  omnino  convincitur, 
turn  in  Actis  Concilii,  turn  ex  invictis  argumentis  C.  de 
Capite  Fontium,  Archiepiscopi  Csesariensis,  in  libro  illo 
quern  '  De  necessaria  theologiae  scholasticse  correctione  ' 
conscriptum  Sixto  V.  papse  dicavit "  (cap.  vii.,  §  xxx.  ; 
Works,  vol.  iv.,  p.  136,  A.C.L.). 

See  Christopher  de  Cap.  Font.  Tract,  et  Disp.  fol.  51, 
53,  56,  Par.,  1586,  who  says  :  "  False  concilio  Florentino 
imponunt  id,  quod  nunquam  a  dicto  concilio  Florentino 
determinatum  est  "  (see  note  in  Cosin's  Works,  vol.  iv., 
p.  136). 

On  the  other  side  it  is  argued  by  Arcudius,  that,  after 
the  departure  of  the  Greeks  (who,  so  he  contends,  had 
consented  that  the  Armenians  should  receive  instruc 
tions  from  the  Latins),  "  Concilium  censetur  unum,  et 
integrum  ex  continuatione,  praesertim  quando  superse- 
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derit,  et  non  abierit  Caput  Summus  Pontifex  cum 
quibusdam  nobilissimis  membris  ;  Propterea  omni  asse- 
veratione  affirmo,  nomine  totius  Concilii  decretum  illud 
editum  esse  "  ("  De  Concordia,"  p.  514,  see  also  p.  515. 
Paris,  1672.)  This,  however,  while  it  may  serve  as 
a  justification  for  Eugenius,  does  little  in  the  way  of 
clearing  up  the  historical  difficulties.  It  appears  that 
formally  (according  to  some  authorities)  the  Council 
continued  in  session  at  Florence  up  to  1442,  and  that 
the  same  Council  held  sessions  in  the  Lateran  in  1443 
(see  "Catholic  Dictionary,"  p.  381),  having  been  trans 
lated  by  Eugenius  to  Rome  (see  Caranza,  p.  50),  where 
in  1444  the  Syrians,  and  in  1445  the  Nestorians  and 
Maronites,  were  received  into  the  Roman  Communion 
(ibid.). 

If  it  might  be  permitted  to  make  a  conjectural  emen 
dation  of  the  text — to  suppose  that  a  few  words  might 
have  fallen  out  by  the  carelessness  of  a  copyist,  some 
hard  knots  of  perplexity  might  perhaps  be  dissolved. 
We  might  then  read  the  following  sentence  with  the 
addition  of  the  words  which  appear  in  italics,  "  Quo 
[compendio]  ab  eis  [Armenorum  legatis]  excepto,  una 
cum  Decreto  unionis  cum  Graecis,  Florentia  discesserunt." 

This  would  agree  with  the  statement  of  Eugenius  in 
the  Decretum,  "  Septimo  [tradimus  Armenis]  decretum 
unionis  cum  Graecis  consummatas  in  hoc  sacro  CEcu- 
menico  Florentino  concilio  promulgatum " l  (Mansi, 
torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1059). 

1 1  submit  this  conjecture  with  very  great  diffidence  to  the  judgment 
of  those  who  are  better  acquainted  with  the  original  documents.  But, 
anyhow,  I  incline  strongly  to  the  opinion  that  the  notion  of  the  Greeks 
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But  the  words  which  immediately  follow,  "  et  dis- 
solutum  est  Concilium  "  (see  Caranza,  p.  565),  would 
still  require  some  unnatural  force  to  bring  them  into 
harmony  with  the  views  of  those  who  assert  that  the 
Council,  after  sitting  at  Florence  till  1442,  was  then 
translated  to  the  Lateran  (see  Robertson's  "  Hist,  of 
Ch.  Ch.,"  vol.  viii.,  p.  no).  The  Council  in  its  continu 
ance  and  translation  was  probably  little  more  than 
a  name,  to  add  the  semblance,  at  least,  of  Conciliar 
authority  to  the  papal  acts  and  utterances.1 

If  any  considerable  weight  is  to  be  given  to  the 
"  Observatio  Editoris  Romani,"  which  is  found  in 
Mansi,  torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1037,  it  would  seem  to  compel  us 
to  look  upon  the  session  in  which  the  decree  of  the 
union  of  the  Greeks  was  signed  as  the  last  session,  and 
to  acknowledge  that  even  then  many  of  the  fathers  had 
already  left.  The  words  are  as  follows  : — 

"Nemo  autem  mirari  debet,  cur  plures  patrum  sub- 
scriptiones  non  sint :  nam  ultima  sessione  celebrata, 
multi,  priusquam  hujusmodi  subscriptio  fieret,  disces- 
serant." 

and  Armenians  leaving  Florence  together  must  be  abandoned  (see 
Popoff's  "  History  of  the  Council  of  Florence,"  p.  162). 

Weismann  says :  "  Quod  vero  scrupulum  hie  movet  G.  Calixtus,  cum 
exeunte  Novembre,  A.  1439,  data  sit  ilia  Instructio  Armenorum,  hi  vero 
ejusdem  anni  mense  Julio  cum  Grascis  Florentia  abierint ;  hinc  patere, 
quod  Armeni  in  illam  instructionem  non  consenserint;  ap.  "  Hildebr. 
Histor.  Concil.,"  p.  305,  in  eo  nescio  an  recte  concluserit  vir  doctissimus  ? 
Imo  vero  post  discessum  Graecorum  istae  cum  Armeniis  collocutiones  et 
consultationes  habitae  sunt,  unde  personas  ex  ista  gente  necessarias  prae- 
sentes  adhuc  fuisse  necesse  est"  ("  Hist.  Eccles.  Nov.,"  Test.  I.,  pp.  1277, 
1278.  Halaa  Magd.,  1745.) 

1  Patrisius  says  :  "  Eugenius  .  .  .  Concilium  ipsum,  ut  majorem  auc- 
toritatem  etiam  susciperet,  Romam,  approbante  ipso  Concilio,  transtulit, 
prosequendum  in  Basilica  Lateranensi "  (see  Justinianus,  pp.  379,  380). 
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The  Rev.  Luke  Rivington  says  ("Tekel,"  p.  39), 
"  the  decree  [of  Eugenius]  was  issued  immediately  after 
the  Council  of  Florence,  with  the  approbation  of  the 
Council."  But  how  will  this  agree  with  the  conclusion 
of  the  "  Decretum "  itself?  "Datum  Florentiae  in 
publica  sessione  synodali  solemniter  in  Ecclesia  Majori 
celebrata  .  .  .  decimo  Kalendas  Decembris  "  (Mansi, 
torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1060;  see  also  Mansi,  c.  462). 

Probably  those  who  had  special  regard  to  the  claim 
of  the  Council  to  be  regarded  as  oscumenical,  and  to  its 
apparently  (for  a  time)  grand  result  in  effecting  a  union 
with  the  East,  may  naturally  have  been  led  to  consider 
its  work  as  finished  when  the  Greeks  had  left.  "  Ita 
finem  habuit  totum  negotium  sanctas  unionis  "  (Mansi, 
xxxi.,  c.  1043).  But  that  the  Council  continued  (in  some 
sense)  in  session  after  being  transferred  to  the  Lateran, 
appears  to  be  the  generally  received  account,  at  least 
among  writers  of  the  West  (see  Hefele,  vol.  vii.,  p.  794), 
and  is  strongly  supported  by  authority.  Justinianus 
says:  "Interim  Eugenius  reditum  ad  urbem  cogitans 
.  .  .  generate  Concilium  Romam  ad  Lateranum  trans- 
tulit,  ut  testatur  Platina,  Craconius,  et  Massonius  in 
Eugenio,  et  omni  exceptione  major  Augustinus  Patrisius 
in  prefato  suo  compendio,  sess.  43"  (pp.  379,  380). 
Justinianus  appeals  also  to  records  in  the  Vatican. 
See  especially  his  preface,  fol.  3. 

Natalis  Alexander  quotes  Cardinal  a  Monte,  declaring 
Hallucinari  eos  qui  putant  finem  Concilii  Florcntini  fuisse 
unionem  Grcecorum.  .  .  .  Natalis  Alexander  answers, 
"  Concilium  quidem  aliquod  mansisse  post  Graecorum 
discessum,  idem  nomine,  sed  non  idem  auctoritate, 
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quum  cecumenicum  non  fuerit.  .  .  .  Ab  Eugenic  itaque, 
approbante  synodo  national!  edita  fateor  decreta  de 
unione  Armenorum  et  Jacobitarum,  non  a  synodo 
oecumenica  "  ("  Historia  Ecclesiastica  Veteris  Novique 
Testamenti,"  edit.  Mansi,  torn,  xviii.,  1790,  p.  637). 

He  adds :  "  Vel,  cecumenicae  synodo  hoc  decretum 
eo  sensu  tribuerit  Eugenius,  quod  Graecse  etiam  Ecclesiae 
patres,  quorum  ante  discessum  Armeni  advenerant, 
eorum  de  unione  cum  Ecclesia  Romana  voluntatem 
approbassent,  sanctique  hujus  operis  curam  et  consum- 
mationem  summo  pontifici  et  Latinae  Ecclesiae  patribus 
cum  eo  Florentiae  in  synodo  remanentibus  reliquissent." 
I  add  Mansi's  note  (p.  638)  :  "  Dixi  juxta  p.  Natalis 
principia  synodum  Florentinam,  etiam  post  discessum 
Graecorum  fuisse  cecumenicam.  Et  quidem  illi  liber- 
rime  discedendo  voluere  a  prsesentibus  Latinis  caetera 
esse  peragenda ;  nee  hi  pauci  erant,  ipsisque  summus 
pontifex  praesidebat." 

When  it  is  urged  as  against  the  doctrinal  force  of  the 
decree  (see  "  Tekel,"  pp.  40,  41)  that  it  distinctly  allows 
as  valid  another  form  than  the  Roman  for  baptism  ;  the 
very  fact  of  an  exception  being  stated  in  this  case  might 
rather,  perhaps,  be  urged  as  against  exceptions  unstated 
being  allowable  in  other  cases.1 

1 A  similar  argument  may  be  drawn  from  the  language  of  the  Decretum 
which  says  (not  "Forma  haec  est,"  but)  "Forma  sacerdotii  tails  est." 
The  very  fact  of  the  allowance  thus  given  for  the  use  of  other  than  the 
ipsissima  verba  of  the  Roman  form  is  good  evidence  that  some  such  words, 
as  well  as  the  matter,  are  intended  to  be,  in  some  sense,  of  necessary 
obligation. 

In  deciding  for  the  validity  of  Baptisms  in  the  form  used  by  the  Greeks, 
Eugenius  IV.  was  settling  a  question  which  had  been  mooted  in  the 
schools.  In  this,  as  throughout  the  whole  Compendium  on  the  Sacra- 
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And  this  fact  certainly  does  seem  to  tell  with  much 
force  against  the  theory  that  the  only  purpose  of  the 
Decretum  was  to  instruct  the  Armenians  "  in  the  doc 
trines  and  practices  of  the  Roman  Church "  (see  Ch. 
Hist.  Soc.  Publications,  No.  XVI.,  p.  64);  a  notion 
which  it  will  be  found  exceeding  difficult  to  reconcile 
with  the  history  and  language  of  the  Decree. 

The  Decree  was,  indeed,  an  instruction  for  the 
Armenians.  But  it  was  to  be  their  rule  of  faith  and 
practice  for  all  time  (see  Mansi,  torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1054,  and 
Arcudius,  p.  515) ;  and  it  was  an  instruction  for  them  as 
to  what  pertained  to  the  truth  of  the  orthodox  faith  as 
professed  by  the  Roman  Church  :  "  Ne  ulla  in  futurum 
de  fidei  veritate  apud  ipsos  Armenos  haesitatio  esse 
valeat,  atque  idem  per  omnia  sapiant  cum  sede  Apos- 

ments,  he  follows  closely  the  teaching  of  Thomas  Aquinas.  But  he  is 
also  distinctly  contradicting  the  word  of  his  predecessor,  Pope  Gregory 
IX.,  who  200  years  before  had  declared  such  Baptisms  to  be  null  and 
void,  and  had  given  instructions  that  those  so  baptized  should  be  re-bap 
tized,  and  those  among  them  who  had  taken  orders  should  be  re-ordained, 
The  following  words  are  taken  from  his  letter  to  the  Archbishop  of  Bari, 
as  given  by  Mr.  Lacey  in  his  article  in  the  Guardian  of  September  i,  1897  : 
"  Breviter  respondemus  quod  Grasci  sub  hac  formal  verborum  :  baptizetur 
tails  in  nomine  Pafris,  et  Filii,  et  Spiritus  Sancti,  baptizati  ab  aliquo  ex- 
titerunt,  non  sunt,  cum  non  fuerint  secundum  formam  evangelicam,  bap 
tizati,  et  ideo  tam  illos  quam  de  cetero  baptizandos  sub  hac  forma :  ego 
te  baptizo  in  nomine  Patris  et  Filii  et  Spiritus  Sancti,  precipimus  bap- 
tizari." 

Mr.  Lacey  says  :  "  Gregory  IX.,  whether  he  meant  it  or  not,  whether 
he  knew  it  or  not,  laid  down  a  dogmatic  definition  which  excludes  the 
possibility  of  valid  ordinations  in  the  Greek  Church"  (p.  1353). 

The  decision,  however,  soon  became  a  dead  letter,  and  slumbered  in 
the  Papal  archives. 

Mr.  Lacey  adds :  "  In  1274  Gregory  X.  received  the  Greeks  into  com 
munion.  From  that  time  forward  it  was  practically  impossible  to  impugn 
their  sacraments. 
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tolica,  unioque  ipsa  stabilis  et  perpetua  sine  ullo  scru- 
pulo  perseveret  "  (Mansi,  c.  1054).  So  we  are  told  that 
"  Eugenius  pontifex  in  eodem  generali  concilio  literas 
tradidit,  in  quibus  orthodoxae  fidei  veritas  breviter  ex- 
plicatur"  (Mansi,  c.  462). 

We  are  informed  that  the  Armenians  came  seeking 
not  only  union  with  Rome,  but  also  "  fidei  rectitu- 
dinem  "  (Caranza,  torn,  iii.,  p.  579);  rrjv  opQoSogiav  r^s 
Trto-reo)?  (Mansi,  torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1046),  and  that  for  their 
instruction  the  Pope  "  Orthodoxae  Romanae  fidei  veri- 
tatem  in  compendio  tradidit  "  (Caranza,  p.  579),  or,  as 
it  is  elsewhere  expressed,  "  Orthodoxae  Fidei  veritatem, 
quam  Romana  profitetur  Ecclesia,  per  hoc  decretum 
.  .  .  tradidit"  (p.  565). 

Moreover,  the  words  of  the  decree  declare  :  "  Eccles- 
iasticorum  Sacramentorum  veritatem  .  .  .  sub  hac  re- 
digimus  formula"  (Mansi,  torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1054).  It  is 
also  stated  in  the  decree  :  "  Haec  Omnia  Sacramenta 
tribus  perficiuntur,  videlicet  rebus  tamquam  materia, 
verbis  tamquam  forma,  et  persona  Ministri  conferentis 
Sacramentum,  cum  intentione  faciendi  quod  facit  Ec 
clesia.  Quorum  si  aliquid  desit  non  perficitur  sacra- 
mentum  "  (Caranza,  torn,  iii.,  p.  567).  And  if  it  be 
granted  that  these  words  may  be  understood  as  de 
claring  only  the  necessity  of  some  matter  and  some  form 
(see  "Tekel,"  p.  39);  yet  it  must  be  observed  that  this 
is  followed  by  the  teaching,  distinctly  stated,  of  what  is 
the  materia  and  what  is  the  forma  in  the  Sacrament  of 
Orders,  and  this  without  the  slightest  intimation  of  this 
instruction  being  merely  the  recommendation  of  a 
variable  materia,  or  of  an  optional  forma. 
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And  further  we  are  informed  that  when,  the  next  year, 
a  deputy  arrived  sent  by  the  Patriarch  of  the  Jacobites, 
Eugenius  delivered  not  only  an  explication  of  the  doc 
trine  of  the  (Ecumenical  Councils,  but  also  "  the  decrees 
for  the  Greeks  and  the  Armenians  "  (Du  Pin,  "  Eccles. 
Hist.,"  cent,  xv.,  ch.  iii.,  p.  52.  London,  1699.)  And 
Justinianus  informs  us  (from  the  evidence  of  records  in 
the  Vatican)  that,  after  the  translation  to  the  Lateran, 
the  "decreta  de  fide  Catholica  "  were  also  delivered  to 
the  Syrians,  Chaldeans,  and  Maronites  (Pref.,  fol.  3). 
If  this  were  so,  indeed,  it  is  good  evidence  that  Eugenius 
himself  did  not  regard  the  Decretum  as  only  for  the 
benefit  and  instruction  of  the  Armenians. 

These  facts  are  surely  sufficient  to  make  evident  the 
difficulty  of  supposing  that  the  Decree  was  intended 
to  have  only  a  local  or  temporary  application,  and  only 
to  teach  concerning  the  practice  of  a  local  Church, 
leaving  "  other  churches,  whether  in  the  East  or  West, 
as  free  as  they  were  before  to  follow  their  own  rites  " 
(Puller's  "  Bull  Apos.  Cura,"  S.P.C.K.,  p.  64). 

And  this  difficulty  has  to  be  viewed  in  connection 
with  the  Rubric  of  the  Roman  Pontifical  which  directs 
the  Bishop  thus  :  "  Moneat  ordinandos  ut  instrumenta, 
in  quibus  character  imprimitur,  tangant."  See  Ar- 
cudius,  p.  507,  who  adds:  "In  porrectione  instrumen- 
torum  Episcopus  profert  formam.  Ex  quo  satis  apparet 
illam  esse  materiam." 

Again  it  is  forcibly  argued  :  "  Ex  Pontificali  Romano 
clarissime  constat,  earn  [primam  impositionem  manus] 
non  esse  materiam:  quippe  ante  ilia  verba,  Accipe  po- 
testatem  offerendi  sacrificium,  passim  vocantur  ordinandi  : 


Introduction  to  the  Second  Edition  xxix 

post  ilia  verba,  ubi  sese  offert  occasio  eos  nominandi, 
semper  appellantur  ordinati  "  :  (see  Arcudius,  p.  512). 

And  this  difficulty  has  further  to  be  set  beside  the 
fact  that  the  teaching  of  the  Decretwn  was  evidently  (in 
some  sense)  an  authoritative  exposition  concerning  a 
doctrine  which  had  been  largely  discussed  by  the 
mediaeval  scholastics,  who  generally  had  little  know 
ledge  of  the  ancient  rites  of  the  Church  as  well  of  the 
practice  of  the  Eastern  Churches.  Durandus  had 
taught  that  the  porrectio  was  of  the  substance  of  the 
sacrament  ("  Ration.,"  lib.  ii.,  cap.  x.,  §  14,  p.  94). 

But  in  this  matter  Eugenius  appears  to  be  mainly 
following  the  teaching  of  Thomas  Aquinas  (who  by  an 
Encyclical  of  1879  *s  promoted  to  be  the  teacher  and 
patron  of  all  Universities) — "  Ordo  non  confertur  sine 
aliquo  elemento  materiali "  (Suppl.,  Par.  III.,  Summae, 
Quses.  XXXIV.,  Art.  III.,  p.  199.  Lugd.,  1663.)  "  Potes- 
tatis  collatio  fit  por  hoc,  quod  datur  eis  aliquid,  quod  ad 
proprium  actum  pertinet :  et  quia  principalis  actus  sacer- 
dotis  est  consecrare  corpus  et  sanguinem  Christi,  ideo 
in  ipsa  datione  calicis  sub  forma  verborum  determinata, 
character  sacerdotalis  imprimitur"  (Quaes.  XXXVII., 
Art.  V.,  p.  227). 

Indeed,  the  following  note  is  inserted  in  the  margin 
of  the  fifth  section  of  the  Decretum  (as  given  by  Mansi, 
torn,  xxxi.,  c.  1054),  which  relates  to  the  Sacraments  : 
"  Quse  sequuntur  usque  ad  sexto,  desumpta  sunt  ex 
opusculo  V.  D.  Thomas  Aquinatis  de  Sacramentis." 

1  See  the  Pontificate  Romamim  (Pio  V.,  Pont.  Max.  Venetiis,  Apud 
Juntas,  MDLXXII.),  fol.  20,  where  the  marginal  note  should  be  observed — 
"  Tradit  calicem  cum  patena.  Et  in  hoc  actu  imprimitur  character  hujus 
ordinis."  See  also  Prof.  Stokes,  "The  Pope  on  Ang.  Orders,"  pp.  34,  35. 
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This  section  is,  in  fact,  little  more  than  a  transcript 
from  the  treatise  of  Aquinas  (see  his  "  Opuscula,"  fol. 
64,  Antw.,  1612;  see  also  Perrone,  "Prselec.,"  torn,  iii., 

P-  439)- 
And  none  will  easily  be  persuaded  that  Aquinas  was 

not  discussing,  and  thinking  to  determine  (not  the 
custom  of  any  local  church,  but)  what  pertained  to  the 
truth,  and  fully  developed  doctrine  of  the  Sacraments.1 
Yet  it  will  not  follow  that  he  would  have  denied  the 
validity  of  orders  conferred  according  to  a  simpler  form. 

And  the  difficulty  has  also  to  be  regarded  in  the  same 
view  with  the  fact  that  the  Instruction  appears  to  have 
been  commonly  accepted  as  an  Authoritative  Compendium 
concerning  the  doctrine  of  the  Sacraments,  which  might 
admit  of  supplement,  but  not  of  correction.  Thus,  e.g.,  it 
is  referred  to  as  the  Decree  of  the  Florentine  Council 
by  the  Tridentine  Catechism  (see  Cosin's  Works,  vol. 
iv.,  p.  135,  A.C.L.). 

It  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  wondered  at  that  it  seems 
to  have  largely  influenced  the  teaching  of  the  Romish 
doctors. 

Dominicus  a  Soto  even  maintained  that  only  the  por- 
rectio  was  essential.  (See  Bellarmine,  "  De  Sacr.  Ord.," 
lib.  i.,  cap.  9;  "Disp./'tom.  iii.,  c.  1675.  Ingolst.,  1601. 
See  also  Gregory  IX.,  and  Joannes  Major,  as  quoted  by 
J.  Forbes,  of  Corse,  Op.,  torn,  ii.,  p.  431.) 

Moreover,  it  appears  that  the  doctrine  which  made 
the  porrectio  the  matter  of  the  sacrament  became  very 
general.  Morinus  declares  :  "  Ilia  sententia  quse  omnem 
manuum  impositionem  ab  ordinatione  excludebat,  erat 

1  See  Appendix,  Note  I. 
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ante  Concilium  Tridentinum  communissima.  Cui  pro- 
babile  net  unquam  Patres  Tridentinos  sententiam  in 
Ecclesia  vulgatissimam  decreto  suo  condemnasse  ? 
Deinde  post  Concilium  Tridentinum  Doctores  permulti 
et  celebres  eandum  sententiam  docuerunt,  et  contrariam 
confutarunt"  ("  Exerc."  VII.,  cap.  v.,p.  118.  Antwerp, 
1685.) 

Again,  Morinus  states:  "  Prima  [opinio]  et  vulgatis- 
sima  Doctorum  numero  et  auctoritate  Celebris,  docet 
Sacerdotii  materiam  esse  traditionem  calicis  cum  vino 
et  aqua,  et  patenae  cum  pane,  atque  in  traditione  ejus- 
modi  instrumentorum  characterem  imprimi,  et  Sacer- 
dotem  creari  "  ("  Exerc."  VII.,  cap.  i.,  §  2,  p.  102). 

Even  Gaspar  Contarini,  while  maintaining  that  "  in 
hoc  Sacramento  longe  potior  vis  est  in  forma,  quam  in 
materia  "  l  (p.  377),  teaches  thus,  "  Ordo  est  signaculum 
quoddam,  seu  sacrum  signum,  quo  ordinatis  traditur 
spiritualis  potestas,  et  officium  "  (pp.  376-377),  and  he 
connects  the  sacerdotal  character  with  the  porrection  of 
the  instruments — "  Characterem  cum  accipit  in  suscep- 
tione  calicis,  qui  ei  traditur  cum  vino,  et  patena  quae 
datur  ei,  cum  hostia  non  sacra  "  ("  De  Sacramentis," 
lib.  iv.,  cap.  i.,Op.,  pp.  379,  380.  Paris,  1571.) 

And  Father  Ryder  (while  professing  that  Hugh 
Menard  and  others  have  brought  "  non-porrection  with- 

1  In  this  following  substantially  the  teaching  of  Thomas  Aquinas  :  "  In 
omnibus  autem  compositis  ex  materia  et  forma,  principium  determina- 
tionis  est  ex  parte  formae,  quae  est  quodammodo  finis  et  terminus  materiaa. 
.  .  .  Cum  igitur  in  sacramentis  requirantur  determinataE  res  sensibiles  quae 
se  habent  in  sacramentis  sicut  materia,  multo  magis  requiritur  in  eis  deter- 
minata  forma  verborum  "  (Summa,  Par.  III.,  vol.  ii.,  Quaest.  LX.,  Art. 
VII.,  torn,  ix.,  p.  n.  Ludg.,  1663.) 

C 
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in  the  category  of  omissions  of  doubtful  effect ")  admits 
that  "  no  doubt  the  prevailing  opinion  all  through  the 
seventeenth  century  was  that  the  porrection  of  the  in 
struments,  together  with  the  imposition  of  hands,  was 
the  essential  matter  of  orders  "  (Guardian,  February  10, 

1897). 

But  the  difficulty  has  also  to  be  viewed  in  connection 
with  the  truth  that,  in  spite  of  the  facts  of  history,  and 
the  conclusive  arguments  of  learned  Romish  Divines, 
there  have  not  been  wanting,  and  possibly  still  are 
not  altogether  wanting,  those  who  insist  on  the 
doctrinal  and  binding  force  of  the  decree  in  its 
strictest  sense  and  widest  application.  Arcudius  says : 
"  Recentiores  quidem  Latinorum  ita  urgent  Concilium 
Florentinum,  ut  negent  eos  [Grsecos]  habere  sacer- 
dotium  "  (p.  513).  See  also  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
Carmelite  Thomas  a  Jesu  (in  "  Catholic  Dictionary," 
p.  677),  who  says  that  the  Oriental  orders,  according  to 
the  truer  opinion,  are  invalid,  because  given  without 
tradition  of  instruments. 

It  may  be  added  that  Bellarmine  (while  maintaining 
"  impositionem  manus  esse  de  essentia,"  for  which  he 
claims  the  support  of  the  Council  of  Trent;  evidently 
accepts  the  decree  of  Eugenius,  not  as  of  any  local  or 
temporary  application,  but  as  the  binding  determination 
of  the  Florentine  Council,  which  he  aims  at  bringing 
into  agreement  with  his  own  view  ("  De  Sacr.  Ord.," 
lib.  i.,  cap.  9,  c.  I678).1 

1  On  Bellarmine's  method  of  dealing  with  the  Council  of  Florence,  see 
Prebendary  Gee  in  Gibson's  "  Preservative,"  vol.  viii.,  pp.  154-156.  Lon 
don,  1848. 

On  his  interpretation  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  Sess.  23,  Can.  IV.,  see 
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And  when  to  all  this  we  add  that  both  the  matter 
and  form  prescribed  in  the  decree  were  certainly  inno 
vations1  in  the  Western  Church,  and  further  that  the 
Council  of  Trent  forbore  to  make  any  such  statements 
concerning  the  Sacrament  of  order — shall  we  say  that 
the  Primates  were  not  justified  in  asserting  that  we 
have  evidence  in  this  Decretum  to  show  "  quam  lubri- 
cum  et  infirmum  fuerit  in  hac  re  Romanse  Ecclesise 
judicium  "  ?  (p.  11). 

It  must  be  remembered  that  this  Florentine  Council 
had  just  denned  that  the  Roman  Pontiff  was  the  father 
and  teacher  of  all  Christian  men.  These  are  the 
words:  "  Item  defmimus,  sanctam  Apostolicam  Sedem 
et  Romanum  Pontificem,  in  universum  Orbem  tenere 
primatum,  et  ipsum  Pontificem  Romanum  Successorem 
esse  Beati  Petri  Principis  Apostolorum,  et  verum  Christi 

Maskell's  "  Mon.  Kit.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  221.  According  to  this,  Mr.  Maskell 
says  "  that  for  one  thousand  years  the  service  for  the  ordination  of  priests 
wanted  an  essential  part." 

With  respect  to  the  episcopal  order,  Catalani  says :  "  Omnes  prope 
scholastici,  qui  de  materia  et  forma  episcopatus  disputant,  illius  formam 
in  his  verbis  constituunt :  Accipe  Spiritum  Sanctum"  ("  Com.  in  Pont.," 
torn,  i.,  p.  197;  as  quoted  by  Maskell,  "Mon.  Kit.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  258). 
But  Martene  acknowledges,  "Verba  ilia  .  .  .  toti  antiquitati  ignota 
fuerunt"  (ibid.).  Maskell  says  (while  quoting  Morinus'  "Apologia"  for 
the  Council),  "  The  question  is  not  whether  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
is  given  at  ordination,  but  as  both  matter  and  form  have  been  accurately 
laid  down  as  essentials  and  defined,  whether  the  Council  of  Trent  has  or 
has  not  decided  that  the  '  form '  consists  in  certain  words  which  for  more 
than  a  thousand  years  the  Church  had  not  admitted  or  used"  (p.  259). 

1When  Father  Brandi  says,  "  What  Cranmer  did  was  to  lay  sacrile 
gious  hands  on  a  rite  which  had  been  in  use  throughout  the  entire  Western 
Church  from  time  immemorial"  ("Last  Word  on  A.O.,"  p.  48),  readers 
must  be  careful  not  to  misunderstand  the  expression  "  time  immemorial." 
Father  Brandi  is  far  too  learned  to  intend  us  to  understand  by  it  anything 
like  "  times  of  primitive  Christianity." 

C* 
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Vicarium,  totiusque  Ecclesiae  Caput,  et  omnium  Chris- 
tianorum  Patrein,  ac  Doctorem  existere  ;  et  ipsi,  in  beato 
Petro,  pascendi,  regendi,  et  gubernandi  universalem 
Ecclesiam  a  Domino  Nostro  Jesu  Christo  plenam 
potestatem  traditam  esse " l  (Caranza,  torn,  iii.,  pp. 
563,  564;  compare  Hefele,  vol.  vii.,  p.  729). 

And  probably  the  true  explanation  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Decretum  is  to  be  found  in  the  desire  of  the  Pope 
(after  the  manner  of  his  predecessors)  to  level  up  all 
Churches  which  were  admitted  into  communion  with 
the  Papacy  to  one  standard  of  doctrine  and  practice, 
and  to  the  recognition  of  the  Church  of  Rome  as  the 
Mother  and  Mistress  of  all  Churches,  and  as,  therefore, 
having  authority  to  regulate  all  that  has  to  do  with  the 
expression  of  the  Form  and  the  specific  definition  of  the 
Matter  of  Sacraments,  without  at  all  necessarily  imply 
ing  that  these  might  not  have  been  otherwise  sufficiently 
expressed  but  for  her  determination — in  accordance 
with  the  dictum  of  Duns  Scotus,  who  says  (in  reference 
to  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation) — "  Ad  hanc  sen- 
tentiam  principaliter  videtur  movere,  quod  de  sacra- 
mentis  tenendum  est,  sicut  tenet  sancta  Romana 
Ecclesia  "  (see  Jewel's  Works,  vol.  iii.,  p.  108.  Oxford, 
1848.  See  also  Biel,  "  De  Missa,"  lect.  xl.,  fol.  75. 
Paris,  1516.) 

So  Gerson  lays  it  down,  "  Homines  recognoscere 
debent  generaliter,  determinationem  quam  facit  Papa 
Romanus  per  generale  concilium  suum  Ecclesise,  in 

1  This  was  at  length  accepted  by  the  Greeks,  "  saving  the  privileges 
and  rights  of  the  patriarchs  of  the  East  "  (see  Bishop  Creighton's  "  Hist, 
of  Papacy,"  vol.  ii.,  p.  347). 
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materiis  Fidei  et  Legis  divinae,  veram  esse  et  tenendam  " 
("  Sermo  de  Pace  et  Unione  Grsecorum,"  Cons.  VI., 
Op.,  torn,  ii.,  c.  147.  Antw.,  1706.) 

"  Ille  in  ordinandis  Presbyteris  mos  servari  debet 
quern  Apostolica  Sedes  observat  "  ("  Corpus  Juris  Can. 
De  Sacramentis,"  Tit.  IX.,  §  xxiii.,  Gibert,  torn,  iii., 
p.  391.  Lugd.,  1737.) 

And  this  would  but  be  in  accordance  with  the  teach 
ing  of  Innocent  IV.  "  Credimus  quod  nisi  essent 
formae  postea  inventae,  sufficeret  ordinatori  dicere,  Sis 
sacerdos,  vel  aliqua  asquipollentia  verba  ;  sed  subsequen- 
tibus  temporibus  formas,  quae  servantur,  Ecclesia  or- 
dinavit  "  (see  Arcudius,  p.  509,  and  Cosin's  Works,  vol. 
iv.,  pp.  256,  257,  A.C.L.). 

So  Bonaventura,  "  Quoniam  manus  est  organum 
organorum  in  operando,  et  lingua  in  exprimendo,  recte 
significatur  conferri  potestas  in  officio  utriusque.  .  .  . 
Dicendum  quod  sicut  omne  instrumentum,  sive  armatura 
in  virtute  manus  est;  sic  per  impositionem  manuum, 
ubi  deessent,  talia  [instrumenta]  possunt  signari :  unde 
...  in  impositione  manuum  in  Ecclesia  primitiva 
ceteri  omnes  l  implicabantur,  qui  postmodum  in  processu 

1  It  may  be  well  to  observe  that  there  seems  to  be  a  remarkable  ex 
ample  here  of  the  growth  of  ideas  connected  with,  and  signified  by,  the 
laying  on  of  hands.  It  was  not,  indeed,  in  view  of  ordination,  but  it  was 
with  reference  to  the  same  outward  sign,  that  Augustin  wrote:  "  Manus 
autem  impositio  non  sicut  baptismus  repeti  non  potest.  Quid  est  enim 
aliud  nisi  oratio  super  hominem  ?  "  ("  De  Baptismo  Contra  Donatistas," 
lib.  iii.,  §  21,  Op.,  torn,  ix,,  c.  117.  Ed.  Ben.,  Paris,  1688.)  Compare  the 
words  of  St.  Ambrose:  "Sacerdos  imponit  supplicem  dexteram,  Deus 
benedicit  potenti  dextera"  (see  Maskell's"  Mon.  Kit.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  Ixxviii.). 
Compare  also  Gerbert,  "  Mon.  Vet.  Lit.  Allem.,"  Par.  II.,  p.  45  ;  and  the 
prayer  of  the  Leofric  Missal  (p.  217,  Ed.  Warren)  ;  also  the  prayer  in  the 
Gelasian  Sacramentary  (Muratori,  "  Liturg.  Rom.  Vet.,"  c.  514). 


XXXVI 


Introduction  to  the  Second  Edition 


temporis  explicati  sunt,  et  quantum  ad  verbum,  et  quan 
tum  ad  signum  et  quantum  ad  personas Nunc 

necessarium  est  servare  formam  ab  Ecclesia  statutam, 
et  approbatam"  (lib.  iv.,  Dist.  xxiv.,  Quest.  IV.,  Par. 
II.,  Art.  I.,  Op.,  torn,  v.,  p.  326.  Lugd.,  1668.) 

So  Arcudius  speaks  of  "viri  doctissimi,"  who  hold: 
"  Ita  institutum  esse  a  Christo  Domino  Sacramentum 
ordinis,  ut  consecratio  ministrorum  fieret  aliquibus 
verbis,  et  symbolis  externis,  quibus  satis  significaretur 
ministerium,  ad  quod  ordinabantur.  Ut  autem  hsec 
potius  quam  ilia  symbola  adhiberentur,  reliquisse  in 
arbitrio  Ecclesise.  Unde  Concilium  Tridentinum,  Sess. 
23,  cap.  3,  sacram  ait  ordinationem,  verbis  et  signis  ex- 
terioribus  perfici.  Non  autem  assignat  Concilium, 
quaenam  sint  verba,  et  signa,  quod  nimirum  possint 
esse  haec  vel  ilia  "  (p.  5°4)- 

So  Cardinal  Alan,  after  distinguishing  between  what 
is  required  necessitate  sacramenti  from  that  which  belongs 
to  the  necessitous  prczcepti,  adds:  "  Necessitas  autem 
praeceptionis  oritur  etiam  ab  institute  Ecclesias,  cum 
et  ipsa,  servato  Christi  sensu,  sanctissima  aliqua  verba 
assumit  ad  constituendas  formas,  aut  modum  praescribit 
vel  linguam,  in  qua  forma  recitari  pro  temporum  et 
gentium  necessitate  debeant.  Cujus  praecepti  Ecclesi- 
astici  necessitate  tenemur  (inquam)  etiam  turn  cum 
ad  Sacramenti  necessitatem  non  pertinet  illud  quod 
praecipitur"  ("  De  Sac.  in  Gen.,"  cap.  xxi.,  Libri  Tres, 
p.  79.  Antw.,  1576.) 

Ysambertus  may  be  quoted  to  the  same  purpose. 
He  holds  that  imposition  of  hands  was  formerly  an 
essential  part  of  the  Sacrament,  but  is  now  only  acci- 
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dental,  the  external  sign  being  the  appointment  of  the 
Church  ("  De  Sacr.  Ord.,"  Disp.  III.,  Art.  6). 

And  Hallier  (as  quoted  by  Stillingfleet,  Works,  vol. 
vi.,  p.  478),  confesses  the  matter  of  the  Sacrament  to 
have  been  different  at  different  times.  In  the  Apostles' 
time,  and  ages  after,  "  hardly  any  other  can  be  found 
but  imposition  of  hands.  .  .  .  But  afterwards  he  saith 
'  that  by  the  Council  of  Florence,  and  the  common 
opinion  of  their  Divines,  the  delivery  of  the  vessels  is 
the  essential  matter  of  this  sacrament'  .  .  .  He  cannot 
tell  just  the  time  when  the  change  was  made,  but  he 
concludes  it  was  before  the  time  of  the  Vetus  Ordo  Ro- 
manus,  which  mentions  the  vessels."  (See  Hallier  de 
S.  Elect,  et  Ord.,  Lect.  II.,  cap.  ii.,  Art.  1.  439.) 

So  Cardinal  Alan  teaches,  "  Nee  ea  [sacramenta] 
perfici  posse  sine  rebus  et  verbis,  quod  est  jam  post 
Florent.  Concilium  certa  fide  tenendum :  quod  antea 
tamen  vetustiores  Theologi  quidam,  propter  Pcenitentiae 
et  Matrimonii  Sacramenta,  in  quibus  materiam  et 
formam  non  perspexerunt,  vehementius  denegarunt " 
("  De  Sacr.  in  Gen.,"  cap.  xviii.,  Libri  Tres,  p.  65. 
Antw.,  1576.) 

So  Boyvin,  alluding  to  the  variety  of  the  Greek  and 
Latin  Churches,  wrote:  "  Respondendum  est,  quod 
licet  utraque  Ecclesia  non  semper  usa  fuerit  eadem 
materia  et  forma  Ordinationis,  immo  nee  Ecclesia  Latina 
eamdem  semper  adhibuerit,  non  minus  tamen  instituerit 
Christus  materiam  et  formam  omnium  Ordinum ;  non 
quidem  in  specie,  sed  saltern  in  genere ;  prsecipiendo 
Apostolis  ut  conferrent  Ordines  per  aliquot  verba  et 
signa  sensibilia,  licet  reliquerit  Ecclesiae  facultatem 
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determinandi  de  talibus  verbis  et  signis "  ("  Theol. 
Quadrip.,"  par.  ii.,  De  Sacramentis,  cap.  xi.,  De  Ordine, 
qu.  4).  He  proceeds  to  give  his  reason  for  such 
"mutatio  materiae  et  formse,"  as  conceded  to  the 
Church  (see  Courayer,  "  On  Eng.  Ord.,"  p.  162.  Ox 
ford,  1844.) 

And  so  Bishop  Habert  of  Vabres,  "  In  sacramentis 
quorum  materia  et  forma  in  Sacris  Scripturis  expressa 
non  est,  supponendum  plane  Christum  utramque  in 
genere  solum  Apostolis  instituisse,  relicta  Ecclesiae 
potestate  eas  variis  modis,  ut  liberet,  designandi,  con- 
stituendi,  ac  determinandi,  dummodo  prsecipuum  institu- 
tionis  caput,  intentio,  scopusque  servetur,  ac  generalis 
qusedam  aptitudo  et  analogia  ad  significandum  sacra- 
menti  effectum,  gratiam,  et  characterem "  ("  Liber 
Pontificalis  Ecclesise  Graecse,"  p.  125.  Paris,  1643.) 

Cardinal  de  Lugo  takes  the  same  view  ("  Disp.  De 
Sacram.,"  87)  as  quoted  by  Burnet  (see  Gibson's  "  Pre 
servative,"  vol.  ii.,  p.  155,  London,  1848),  who  adds: 
"  It  is  now  the  most  commonly  received  opinion,  even 
amongst  the  schoolmen,  that  Christ  neither  determined 
the  matter  nor  the  form  of  orders,  but  left  both  to  the 
Church,"  and  it  is  held  that  "this  determination  has 
been  different  for  different  places "  ("  Catholic  Dic 
tionary,"  p.  677 ;  see  also  Morinus,  Exerc.  VII.,  cap. 
v.,  §  2,  p.  118). 

So  in  the  "  Instructio  pro  Sacris  Ecclesia?  Ministris  " 
of  the  Rev.  Aloysius  Togni  (Rome,  4th  ed.,  1839),  a 
work  (as  we  are  assured,  Hutton,  p.  484),  "  of  the  highest 
authority,  being  commonly  used  in  the  Roman  semin 
aries";  while  it  is  acknowledged  that  "Ante  annum 
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millesimum  in  ordinatione  Presbyterorum  non  erat  in 
usu  instrumentorum  traditio "  (p.  488),  we  have  this 
question  and  answer,  "  Quomodo  probas  porrectionem  in 
strumentorum  apud  Latinos  saltern  partialis  materitz  vices 
habere,  seu  ad  maierice  integritatem  pertinere  ?  Quia 
Eugenius  IV.,  in  decreto  pro  instructione  Armenorum 
docet  Presbyteratus  materiam  esse  traditionem  calicis 
cum  vino  et  patenas  cum  hostia ;  unde  gravissimi 
theologi  inferunt  traditionem  hujusmodi  instrumen 
torum  esse  saltern  materiam  partialem  ordinationis 
sacerdotalis,  seu  ad  materise  integritatem  pertinere. 
Censent  nimirum  Christum  materias  et  formas  sacrarum 
ordinationum  sic  instituisse  ut  ex  Ecclesise  institutione 
et  usu  speciale  aliquid  pro  materia  et  forma  addi  posset, 
cujus  omissio  ordinationem  irritam  redderit  "  (see  Hut- 
ton's  "Anglican  Ministry,"  p.  489). 

Dens  teaches  similar  doctrine,  holding  that  the  deter 
mination  of  the  signs  has  been  left  to  the  Church.  He 
adds:  "Jam  vero  Ecclesia  pro  Latinis  determinavit 
traditionem  instrumentorum  saltern  pro  materia  partiali, 
ut  constat  ex  Florentine,  pro  Graecis  vero  solam  manuum 
impositionem  determinavit,  vel  saltern  approbavit ;  adeo 
quidem,  ut  stante  hac  determinatione,  Graeci  invalide 
ordinarent  more  Latinorum  "  (Tract,  de  Ordine,  N.  4, 
Theol.  Mor.  et  Dogm.,  torn,  vii.,  p.  45.  Dublin,  1832. 
See  above,  pp.  xv,  xvi ;  see  also  De  Lugo,  De  Sacra- 
mentis,  Disp.  II.,  Sect,  v.,  §  85.) 

Dens  adds  :  "  Etiamsi  verum  esset,  per  decem  prima 
saecula  ilium  usum  [traditionem  inst.j  in  Latina  Ecclesia 
non  fuisse,  sufficiat,  quod  Ecclesia  postea  ilium  tanquam 
essentialem  pro  Latinis  requisiverit "  (p.  45). 
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So  Wilmer's  "Handbook  of  Christian  Religion," 
bearing  the  imprimatur  of  the  Archbishop  of  New  York, 
teaches :  "  The  matter  of  the  sacrament  of  holy  orders 
is  the  imposition  of  hands,  to  which  is  added  in  the 
Latin  Church  the  presentation  of  the  corresponding 
sacred  vessels  or  instruments,  used  in  the  Divine  service 
by  the  respective  order,  thus  the  more  definitely  to  ex 
press  the  power  conferred  upon  the  recipient  (Florent. 
deer,  pro  Armen.) "  (p.  368). 

It  appears   also  to  be  quite  clear  that   Archbishop 
Bramhall  understood  the  decree  of  Eugenius  to  have  its 
true  interpretation  on  this  principle.     He  does  not  rely 
at  all  on  the  plea  that  the  decree  was  only  intended  for 
the  Armenians.     His  words  are  :  "  I  answer,  that  the 
authority  of  the  Council  of  Florence,  held   1440  years 
after  Christ,  or  of  Eugenius  IV.,  who  was  Pope  then,  is 
not  so  great  that  for  it  the  Protestants  should  desert  the 
Holy  Scripture,  and  all  authority.     Secondly,  I  answer, 
the  Council  of  Florence  or  Pope   Eugenius,  do  not  say 
that  the  delivery  of  the  paten  and  chalice,  or  the  words 
cited  by  the  author, '  Receive  power  to  offer  sacrifice/  etc., 
were  the  matter  and  form  instituted  by  Christ,  but  that 
they  were  the  matter  and  form  then  used  in  the  Church 
of  Rome ;  or  (to  use  the  words  of   sundry  Romanists 
themselves  in  the  very  point),  that  they  were  necessary 
necessitate  pr&cepti,  but  not  necessitate  sacramenti — because 
they  are  commanded  by  the  Church  of  Rome,  not  be 
cause  they  were  instituted  by  Christ  "  (Discourse  VII., 
Protestant    Ordinations    Defended:    Works,    vol.     v., 
p.  219,  A.C.L.). 

He  regards  the  porrectio  as  "no  part  of  the  institution 
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of  Christ,  but  a  '  purple  patch,'  or  an  invention  of  their 
own,  first  added  as  an  indifferent  ceremony,  and  lastly 
obtruded  on  the  Church  as  an  essential  "  (ibid.,  p.  216). 

It  is  difficult  indeed  to  see  how  this  view  of  the  eccle 
siastical  origin  of  the  material  sign  can  be  reconciled 
with  the  teaching  of  the  Tridentine  Catechism  concern 
ing  sacraments :  "  Signa  sunt  divinitus  tradita,  non  ab 
hominibus  inventa,  quae  rei  cujuspiam  sacrae,  quam  de 
clarant,  efficientiam  in  se  continere  certo  credimus  " 
(Pars.  II.,  cap.  i.,  §  viii.,  p.  158.  Edit.  Paris,  1863.) 

And  it  is  even  still  more  difficult  to  see  how  this  view 
can  be  brought  into  harmony  with  the  following  teach 
ing  of  the  same  Catechism :  "  Cum  sacramentum  sit  rei 
sacrae  signum,  quod  hac  consecratione  extrinsecus  fit, 
gratiam  et  potestatem  significat,  quae  illi  tribuitur  qui 
consecratur ;  omnino  sequi  perspicuum  est,  ordinem 
vere  ac  proprie  sacramentum  dicendum  esse.  .  .  .  Quare 
Episcopus  ei  calicem  cum  vino  et  aqua,  et  patenam  cum 
pane  porrigens,  qui  sacerdos  ordinatur,  inquit  :  Accipe 
potestatem  offerendi  sacrificium,  etc.,  quibus  verbis 
semper  docuit  Ecclesia,  dum  materia  exhibetur,  potest 
atem  consecrandse  Eucharistiae,  charactere  animo  im- 
presso,  tradi "  (Par.  II.,  cap.  vii.,  §§  xxi.,  xxii.,  p.  372. 
Ed.  1863.) 

This  would  appear  to  imply  that  the  Decree  of  Eu- 
genius  was  only  confirming  what  had  been  always  the 
teaching  of  the  Church.  Yet  we  find  Morinus  express 
ing  himself  as  struck  with  astonishment  that  there 
should  have  been  "  such  an  alteration,  both  as  to 
matter  and  form"  (see  Stillingfleet's  Works,  vol.  vi., 
p.  479). 
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His  words  are  :  "  Innumera  sunt  hujus  significations 
testimonia  quae  simul  indicant  earn  actionem  [manus 
impositionem]  esse  ordinationi  substantialem,  ita  ut 
non  abs  re  stupore  percutiatur  qui  animo  revolvit  earn 
sententiam  quae  a  substantial  ordinum  removet  manus 
impositionem  et  ejus  loco  ea  substituit,  quae  nunquam 
antiquis  cognita  fuerunt "  (Exerc.  VII.,  cap.  iii.,  §  vi., 

p.  in). 

Again :  "  Hoc  solum  contendimus,  istam  instrumen- 
torum  traditionem,  et  postremam  manus  impositionem 
ceremonias  esse  recenter  innovatas,  et  recentissime 
postreman  illam  manus  impositionem  "  (cap.  vi.,  §  2, 
p.  118). 

Professor  Perrone  writes :  "  Magnas  lis  viget  circa 
materiam  et  formam  essentialem  Ordinum  hierarchi- 
corum.  Veteres  enim  scholastici  fere  omnes  non  atnbi- 
gunt  earn  in  instrumentorum  pariter  porrectione  et 
comitantibus  earn  verbis  constituendam  esse ;  at,  post- 
quam  sanior  critica  rimas  omnes  antiquitatis  perscrutata 
est,  communior  jam  evasit  sententia,  quae  in  sola 
manuum  impositione  et  oratione  sitam  esse  materiam 
et  formam  horum  ordinum  tuetur "  (Prof.  Perrone, 
"  Praelec.,  De  Ord.,"  cap.  iv.,  §  123  ;  torn,  iii.,  p.  437. 
Paris,  1856.) 

"  The  early  controversialists,"  says  Canon  Estcourt, 
"  maintained  that  the  delivery  of  the  chalice,  containing 
wine,  and  the  paten  with  a  Host  upon  it,  was  the  sole 
essential  matter  of  the  Sacrament  in  ordaining  a  priest, 
and  that  the  essential  form  consisted  in  the  words 
which  accompany  this  rite,  namely,  '  Receive  power 
to  offer  sacrifice,'  etc.  This  doctrine  [which  had  cer- 
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tainly  received  support  from  the  decree  of  Eugenius 
IV.]  .  .  .  was  conclusively  disproved  by  Morinus,  who 
showed  that  no  such  rite  and  no  such  words  had  been 
used  or  known  in  the  Church  before  the  eleventh  cen 
tury.  .  .  .  Succeeding  writers  took  up  a  new  position. 
Lewgar  ["  Erastus  Senior,"  caps.  vi.  and  vii.J  and  Le 
Quien  maintained  that  it  was  necessary  that  prayers 
used  in  the  ordination  of  a  priest  should  mention  the 
principal  function  of  the  priesthood,  namely,  the  power 
of  consecrating  the  most  precious  Body  and  Blood  of 
our  Lord ;  and  in  proof  of  this  assertion  they  referred 
to  the  prayer  for  ordination  of  priests  in  the  Roman 
Pontifical,  beginning  '  Deus  sanctificationum,'  quoting 
from  it  the  words,  '  that  they  may,  by  immaculate  bene 
diction,  transform  bread  and  wine  into  the  Body  and 
Blood  of  Thy  Son'.  But  it  was  shown,  in  reply,  that 
this  prayer  is  not  to  be  found  in  many  early  Latin 
Pontificals  [though  it  is  in  the  Sacramentary  of  Gregory 
(see  Maskell,  '  Mon.  Rit.,'  iii.,  p.  210)],  or  in  the  Ordo 
Romanus,  and  that,  in  fact,  the  ancient  Latin  rite  does 
not  express  the  power  of  consecrating  or  offering  "  ("  Ques 
tion  of  Anglican  Ordinations,"  pp.  260,  261.  The 
italics  are  not  in  the  original.) 

If  Bellarmine  is  right  in  making  it  sacrilege  to  change 
the  matter  of  sacraments,  then  (so  Stillingfleet  argues), 
"  all  such  who  hold  the  Matter  and  Form  in  Orders  to 
be  mutable  must  either  charge  the  Church  of  Rome 
with  Sacrilege,  or  deny  Orders  to  be  a  true  and  proper 
Sacrament  "  (p.  479). 

Surely  we  have  evidence  hereto  show,  "quam  lubricum 
et  infirmum  fuerit  in  hac  re  Romanse  ecclesise  judicium." 
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"Here,"  says  Bishop  Stillingfleet,  "lies  the  main 
difficulty;  the  Church  of  Rome  hath  altered  both 
Matter  and  Form  of  this  sacrament,  from  the  primitive 
institution ;  and  yet  it  dares  not  disallow  the  ordi 
nations  made  without  them,  as  is  notorious  in  the  case 
of  the  Greek  Church ;  and  therefore  they  have  been 
forced  to  allow  this  latitude  as  to  Matter  and  Form 
of  the  Sacrament ;  although  such  an  allowance  doth 
really  overthrow  its  being  a  true  and  proper  Sacrament 
on  their  own  grounds"  ("The  Council  of  Trent,  Ex 
amined  and  Disproved  by  Catholic  Tradition,"  ch.  v., 
§  '  Of  Orders ; '  Works,  vol.  vi.,  p.  478.  London, 
1710.) 

This  difficulty  is  thus  met  by  Dens :  "  Quod  Ecclesia 
nihil  possit  circa  essentialia  Sacramentorum,  verum  est, 
ubi  essentialia  a  Christo  sunt  determinata ;  sed  cum  in 
hoc  sacramento  determinationem  reliquerit  Ecclesise, 
ilia  sunt  essentialia,  quse  Ecclesia  determinaverit. 
Quod  vero  pro  utraque  Ecclesia  eadem  debeant  esse 
essentialia,  non  sequitur :  sufficit,  quod  in  utraque  sit 
idem  Sacramentorum  numerus,  idemque  producatur 
effectus,  licet  sit  diversus  conferendi  modus  "("  Tract. 
de  Ordine,"  No.  4,  Theol  Mor.  et  Dogm.,  torn,  vii.,  pp. 
45,  46.  Dublin,  1832.) 

It  must,  however,  by  no  means  be  supposed  that 
there  is  anything  like  a  consensus  of  opinion  as  to  this 
power  being  conceded  to  the  determination  of  the 
Church.  In  the  decision  of  the  S.  Congregation  of  the 
Council  (from  Bened.  XIV.,  De  Syn.  Die.,  lib.  viii.,  cap. 
10)  it  is  said  of  certain  Doctors:  "They  say  that 
though  it  be  true  that  the  Latins  at  one  time  conferred 
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the  hierarchical  orders  by  imposition  of  hands,  as  the 
Greeks  do  at  present,  yet  notwithstanding  that  the  de 
livery  of  the  instruments  is  necessary  at  this  day  in  the 
Latin  Church,  because  Christ  our  Lord  did  not  institute 
nor  determine  the  matter  and  form  of  ordination  in 
every  minute  particular,  as  they  say,  but  permitted  the 
Church  at  her  pleasure  to  determine,  and  for  just  causes 
to  change  them,  so  long  as  she  ever  makes  use  of  both 
things  and  words  which  are  apt  to  signify  the  effect  of 
sacred  ordination.  Then  they  consider  that  the  Church 
having  in  former  times  designated  imposition  of  hands 
alone,  with  the  words  accompanying  it ;  yet  afterwards, 
under  a  change  of  circumstances,  left  it  to  the  Greeks, 
and  appointed  a  different  matter  to  be  used  by  the  Latins. 
But  this  doctrine  stumbles  on  two  most  grave  difficulties. 
First,  it  is  not  sufficiently  proved  that  Christ  our  Lord 
did  give  such  a  power  to  the  Church ;  and  the  opposite 
seems  even  to  be  shown  for  certain  from  the  Council  of 
Trent  (Sess.  XXL,  cap.  2),  where  it  declares  that  the 
Church  has  power  left  to  her  by  Christ,  of  changing 
things  respecting  the  dispensation  of  the  Sacraments, 
if  their  substance  be  preserved  untouched ;  but  the  change 
of  matter  and  form  belongs  not  to  the  rite  and  the  dis 
pensation,  but  to  the  substance.  And  then,  if  the  power 
described  has  been  granted  to  the  Church,  it  is  altogether 
a  gratuitous  and  arbitrary  supposition  that  the  Church 
has  made  use  of  it.  For,  at  least,  let  them  say  where 
and  when,  in  what  age,  and  in  what  Council,  or  by 
what  Pope,  such  a  change  was  ever  made.  Indeed,  if 
the  Church  had  removed  from  the  rite  of  ordination 
what  had  been  done  in  ancient  times,  we  should  then 
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be  obliged  to  affirm  that  the  matter  and  form  of  ordina 
tion  had  been  changed  by  the  authority  of  the  Church, 
and  a  new  matter  and  form  substituted  for  the  ancient. 
But  since  all  things  which  are  contained  in  the  ancient 
Rituals  still  remain  intact,  and  are  even  now  performed 
in  their  integrity  and  sacredness,  no  one  will  readily  be 
lieve  that  those  very  things,  which  once  were  sufficient 
to  complete  the  sacrament  of  Order,  now  no  longer 
suffice."1 

The  Sacred  Congregation,  while  giving  weight  to 
these  arguments,  do  not  commit  themselves  to  an  en 
dorsement  of  these  views. 

To  all  this  it  should  be  added  that  the  matter  and 
form  of  Orders  (according  to  some  authorities)  still  ad 
mit  of  question  in  the  Romish  Church,  which  has  not 
yet  defined  what  they  are.  We  are  told  that  Canon  IV., 
De  Sacr.  Ord.,  of  the  Council  of  Trent  was  not  intended 
to  define  the  sacramental  form.  And  "  in  the  subsequent 
discussion  .  .  .  the  Cardinal  of  Lorraine  delivered  his 
opinion  to  the  effect  that  '  in  treating  of  the  essentials 
of  this  Sacrament,  the  matter  and  form  ought  not  to  be 
named ;  not  that  they  are  not  there,  but  because  the 
matter  of  this  Sacrament  cannot  easily  be  determined.' ' 
And,  further,  we  are  informed  that  "  in  order  not  to  de 
fine  that  imposition  of  hands  is  a  part  of  the  sacrament, 
terms  of  more  general  signification  were  selected,  namely, 
'  words  and  signs,'  as  the  component  parts  necessary  for 
sacred  ordination  "  (see  Estcourt's  "Anglican  Ordina 
tion,"  pp.  4,  5).  Canon  Estcourt  adds  :  "  The  hesitation 

JThis  quotation  is  taken  from  Canon  Estcourt's  "  Question  of  Angli 
can  Ordinations,"  App,  I,,  pp.  vi,  vii. 
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of  the  Council  was  no  doubt  owing  to  the  various  and 
conflicting  opinions  that  have  prevailed  on  the  subject." 

At  present  it  appears  to  be  most  commonly  held  that 
"the  essential  matter  and  form  of  ordination  consist 
only  in  the  imposition  of  the  Bishop's  hands,  joined  to 
the  invocation  of  the  Holy  Spirit."  "  According  to  this 
opinion  the  Church  has  not  determined  and  cannot 
determine,  as  far  as  concerns  validity,  what  Christ  has 
left  indeterminate."  This  opinion,  we  are  told,  "has 
been  adopted,  scarcely,  as  Chardon  asserts,  by  nearly  all 
theologians  of  repute,  but  certainly  nearly  all  critics 
and  scholars.  It  is  in  harmony  with  the  statements  of 
Scripture,  of  the  Fathers,  and  the  ancient  Ritual  books  " 
(Catholic  Dictionary,"  p.  678). 

But  a  more  recent  work,  published  by  the  Bishop  of 
Nottingham,  with  the  imprimatur  of  Cardinal  Vaughan, 
teaches  thus:  "The  proximate  matter  of  the  ordination 
to  the  Presbyterate  is  the  imposition  of  the  Bishop's 
hands  before  the  consecration,  the  delivery  of  the  chalice 
with  wine,  and  the  paten  with  a  Host,  and  the  imposi 
tion  of  hands  at  the  end  of  the  Mass.  Probably  all  these 
three  things  are  essential  for  the  complete  ordination ; 
more  probably  only  the  first  "  ("  Notes  on  Christian 
Doctrine,"  pp.  263,  264). 

The  following  is  the  practical  conclusion  of  a  Roman 
divine  of  high  authority  :  "  Cum  in  praxi  tutior  pars  in 
administratione  Sacramentorum  teneri  debeat,  ac  optimse 
notse  Theologi  diversas  sententias  tueantur,  hinc  absque 
piaculo,  alterutra  non  posset  omitti  scilicet  aut  manuum 
impositio  aut  instrumentorum  porrectio,  ex  quibus  juxta 
plures  Theologos  in  Ecclesia  Latina  materia  totalis  et 
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ad^quata  sacne  Ordinationis  coalescit.  Quod  si  traditip 
instrumentorum  omissa  esset,  deberet  omnmo  supplen, 
immo  tola  esset  sub  conditione  Ordinatio  iteranda,  prout 
a  sacra  Congregation  sancitum  est,  apud  Benedictum 
XIV.,  Desynodo"  (Prof.  Perrone,  "  Prselec.  De  Ordme, 
cap.  iv,  §  127,  torn,  iii,  p.  439-  Paris,  1856.) 

And  so  we  are  told  by  Canon  Estcourt  that,  "  although 
in  theological  teaching  it  is  generally  considered  that  the 
imposition  of  hands  is  the  sole  essential  matter,  and  the 
prayers  which  accompany  it  are  the  sole  essential  form  of 
the  priesthood,  yet  in  the  Latin  Church,  in  practice,  the 
delivery  of  the  chalice  is  to  be  considered  as  essential 
also,  as  well  as  the  words,  '  Accipe  potestatem  offerre 
sacrificium,  etc.,'  which  accompany  it.  And  being  thus 
essential,  if  this  rite  should  from  any  cause  be  omitted, 
the  ordination  is  to  be  given  over  again  sub  conditione, 
according  to  various  decisions  emanating  from  the  Holy 
See  " *  ("  Questions  of  Angl.  Ord.,"  p.  261).  And  this  dis 
tinction  between  what  is  essential  in  the  Latin  Church,  and 
what  is  essential  for  the  Christian  Church,  is  confirmed  (in 
Canon  Estcourt's  view)  by  a  Roman  decision  in  the  case 
of  the  Oriental  Church,  and  another  (quite  different)  de 
cision  "  given  with  regard  to  a  case  that  arose  within 
the  Western  Church"  (see  pp.  190-193).  But  on  the 
Abyssinian  case,  see  Father  Brandi's  "  Last  Word  on 
Ang.  Ord.,"  pp.  96-100;  Mr.  Frere,  in  Guardian  of  Aug. 

1  The  Bull  "  Apostolicae  Curae  "  contains  no  direct  condemnation  of 
this  view.  And  nothing  in  this  Introduction  is  to  be  understood  as  imply 
ing  that  the  tradition  of  the  instruments  has  by  its  authority  been  excluded 
from  the  materia  of  Orders  in  the  Western  Church.  If,  however,  it  were 
intended  that  the  porrectio  should  be  regarded  as  essential,  its  omission 
from  our  Ordinal  should  assuredly,  as  it  seems  to  me,  have  taken  the  fore 
most  place  among  the  reasons  given  for  rejecting  our  Orders. 
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18,  1897;  and  Mr.  Lacey's  letter  in  Guardian  of  Aug. 
25,  1897.  See  also  the  Tablet  of  Nov.  23,  1895,  and 
Aug.  21,  1897.* 

But  it  is  most  important  to  remember,  though  it 
sometimes  seems  to  be  forgotten,  that  in  the  English 
convocation  of  1555,  a  body  of  Canons  was  agreed  to, 
which  had  been  laid  before  it  under  legatine  authority, 
and  which  was  published  by  Cardinal  Pole  in  Feb., 
1556.  And  we  read  in  the  "  Decretum  Secundum  " 
these  words  :  "  Ut  populus  sciat,  quam  doctrinam  sequi 
et  fugere  debeat,  placuit  recipere  omnem  earn  fidem, 
quam  tenet  et  docet  sancta  Romana  et  Apostolica 
Ecclesia,  omnium  mater  et  magistra,  et  ut  omnes  earn 
profiteantur  et  teneant.  .  .  .  Et  quia  contra  capitis 
ecclesiae  et  Sacramentorum  doctrinam  potissimum  hie 
erratum  est,  placuit  doctrinam  de  primatu  Ecclesiee 
Romance,  et  de  septem  sacramentis,  quas  in  Concilio 
Generali  Florentiae  sub  Eugenio  quarto  explicata  est, 
huic  decreto  subjicere"  (Cardwell,  "Documentary 
Annals,"  vol.  i.,  p.  146). 

This  publication  of  the  Decretum  of  Eugenius  was 
certainly  meant  not  for  the  instruction  of  the  Armenians 
as  to  the  practice  of  the  Romans,  but  for,  the  bringing 
back  of  the  English  people  into  subjection  to  the  Bishop 
of  Rome,  and  into  obedience  to  what  the  Church  of 
Rome  had  decreed  not  only  generally  concerning  the 
Catholic  faith,  but  also  concerning  the  doctrine  of  the 
Sacraments  in  general,  and  concerning  the  Sacrament 
of  Order  in  particular. 


also  especially  the  R.  C.  Bishops'  "Vindication,"  App.  Ill,,  pp, 
89-92, 
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Except  on  the  supposition  that  Eugenius  indeed 
"Ecclesiam  quasi  magistri  loco  erudit,"  this  republi- 
cation  of  his  decree  by  a  Papal  legate  as  a  Law  binding 
on  the  Church  of  England  can  but  show  yet  more 
abundantly  "  quam  lubricum  et  infirmum  fuerit  in  hac 
re  Romanae  Ecclesise  judicium." 

I  cannot  conclude  this  long  and  (I  fear)  wearisome 
introduction  without  desiring  to  call  attention  to  the 
contrast  between  the  miserable  uncertainties  of  what  is 
human  and  the  glorious  assurance  of  that  which  is 
Divine. 

How  strange  the  desire  to  bring  back  the  bondage  of 
the  Old  Covenant  into  the  liberty  of  the  New  ! 

How  grievous  the  purpose  to  call  back  the  altar  and 
sacrifice  of  propitiation,  with  the  priesthood  of  atone 
ment,  into  the  dwelling-place  of  those  who  should  be 
continually  drawing  in — as  the  very  breath  of  their 
souls — the  blessedness  of  those  whose  iniquities  are 
forgiven,  and  whose  sins  are  covered  ! 

What  means  the  solemn  delivery  by  the  hand  of  the 
Bishop  to  the  hand  of  the  ordinand — this  delivery  of 
the  instruments  of  sacrificial  service  ?  What  means 
this  impress,  in  the  delivery,  of  an  indelible  sacerdotal 
character — the  character  of  a  sacerdotium  to  have  its 
exercise  in  the  offering  by  sacerdotal  hands  of  propiti 
atory  sacrifice  to  God  for  the  living  and  the  dead  ? 

What  can  all  this  mean  but  an  attempt  to  bring  into 
the  Church  of  the  New  Covenant  a  human-hand  service 
which  belonged  to  the  Covenant  which  had  a  shadow 
of  the  good  things  to  come  ? 

With  all  earnestness  of  entreaty  let  me  beseech  those 
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who  are  seeking  to  know  the  truth,  to  examine  and  see 
how  all  this  can  stand  before  the  teaching  of  the  Apostle 
— the  teaching  not  only  that  human  hands  can  build  no 
temple  in  which  God  will  dwell,  but  that  human  hands 
can  render  no  Divine  sanctuary  service  which  God  will 
accept.  St.  Paul's  words  of  old  to  the  men  of  Athens 
may  well  speak  to-day  to  the  men  and  women  of  Eng 
land  :  OVK  ev  ^et/ooTTOt^rot?  vaols  Karotfcei,  ovSe  VTTO 
av6p(i)7r(ov  (or  avOpwirivwv)  depaireverai  Trpoo-Seopevos 
(Acts  xvii.  24,  25). 

The  Altar  Service  which  God  did  need  for  the  recon 
ciliation  of  the  children  of  His  wrath  has  been  rendered 
in  the  offering  of  the  Body  of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all. 
In  Him  "  we  have  redemption  through  His  Blood,  the 
forgiveness  of  sins,  according  to  the  riches  of  His  grace  " 
(Ephes.  i.  7). 

What  need  to  flee  to  the  slippery  uncertainties  of 
human  intention,  or  to  look  to  the  changeful  doctrines 
of  a  human  sacerdotium,  to  do  for  us  that  which  has 
been  Divinely  accomplished ! 

How  sad  the  attempt  to  be  taking  in  the  instru 
ments  as  of  work  yet  to  be  done — through  the  gate 
way  over  which  is  divinely  inscribed  the  word,  "  IT  is 
FINISHED  "  ! 
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THE  DOCTRINE  OF  SACERDOTIUM. 

"  HAVE  we  in  the  Church  of  England  a  true  sacerdotium  ?  " 
This  is  the  question  which — far  more,  perhaps,  than  many 
of  us  are  aware  of — has,  like  a  stormy  wind,  been  agitating 
men's  minds  even  as  the  troubled  sea,  not  in  this  land  only, 
but  much  rather  among  certain  religious  bodies  on  the 
Continent  of  Europe.  A  voice,  indeed,  has  now  spoken 
and  rebuked  the  waves,  and  for  those  who  can  accept  the 
word  of  the  Pope  as  the  Word  of  Christ,  it  has  said  with 
power,  "Peace,  be  still,"  and  has  stilled  the  storm  and 
settled  the  question  for  ever. 

But  for  those  who  have  been  taught  to  prove  all  things, 
and  to  hold  fast  that  which  is  according  to  the  law  and  the 
testimony,  and  to  beware  of  teaching  for  doctrines  the  com 
mandments  of  men,  the  question  remains  a  question  still. 
It  is  too  little  to  say  that  it  is  a  burning  question  in  our 
day.  It  is  (in  the  view  of  some)  the  crucial  question  of  the 
hour;  it  is  a  question  which  should  be  faced  honestly,  and 
answered  decidedly.  We,  who  are  ministers  of  the  Church 
of  England,  ought  certainly  to  be  fully  satisfied  as  to  the 
answer  we  have  to  give,  and  the  grounds  on  which  our 
answer  should  rest. 

And  for  others — may  we  not  hope  that  the  very  able  and 
learned  and  kindly  reply  ot  our  Primates  to  the  Bull  of 
Pope  Leo  may  tend,  in  God's  mercy,  to  dispel  some  clouds 
of  misunderstanding,  to  break  down  some  prevalent  pre- 
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iudices  and  to  shake  the  confidence  of  some,  even  among 
those  who  have  been  nurtured  under  the  shadow  of  Rome': 
presumptuous  additions  to  the  faith  ? 

In  view  of  such  a  result,  we  may  certainly  admire  1 
calm  confidence  in  which  that  reply  contents  itself  (for  the 
most  part)  with  merely  apologetical  arguments,  and  seems 
to  shun,  with  even  (we  may  think)  excess  of  caution,  anything 
like  an  attitude  of  hostility  towards  whatever,  in  the  teach 
ing  of  Rome,  can  possibly  be  understood  in  a  sound  sense. 
We  cannot  fail  to  recognise  also  the  willingness—  perhaps 
even  the  undue  anxiety—  on  certain  known  points  of  differ 
ence,  to  take—  or  to  seem  to  take—  a  stand   on  doctrinal 
ground  as  little  as  possible  assailable  from  the  standpoint 
of  Roman  Theology.     Indeed,  I  fear  I  must  venture,  very 
unwillingly,   to   express   the   opinion    that  it   occupies,    or 
seems  to  occupy,  a  position  not  quite  the  same,  or  not  quite 
so  well  defined,  and  perhaps  (at  some  points)  not  quite  so 
strong,  as  would  have  been  taken  by  our  Reformers  in  the 
sixteenth  century,  or  by  our  great  Divines  in  the  seventeenth.1 
But  we   may   gladly  recognise    the   conciliatory,    peace- 
desiring  temper,  the  wisdom  and  charity,  befitting  the  solemn 
utterance  of  men  who,  from  the  responsibility  of  their  high 
positions,  felt   themselves   called   to   meet   the   aggressive 
charges  of  the  Vatican  ;  while,  at  the  same  time,  we  may 
feel  it  quite  needful  that  now,  when  the  atmosphere  seems 
beclouded    by   mists    of    misunderstandings,    their    official 
(though    it   is   right    and    important    to    add    unauthorita- 
tive)  reply  should   be  supplemented   by  a  candid  and  out 
spoken  acknowledgment  of  the  truth  (which  Romish  con 
troversialists  have  not  been  slow  in  detecting  and  exposing), 


great  value  of  the  Primates'  Responsio  consists  in  the  evidence 
adduced  as  to  the  comparative  simplicity  of  the  earlier  Ordination  Forms. 
See  Appendix,  Note  A.  and  Note  J. 
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that  the  ground  on  which  the  Primates  have  fortified  them 
selves,  notwithstanding  certain  ambiguities,  when  seen  in 
the  light  of  the  language  and  history  of  our  formularies,  not 
only  stands  clearly  within  range  of  Roman  artillery,  but, 
since  the  year  1562,  has  been  constantly  under  fire  of  her 
thundering  anathemas. 

I  speak  of  ambiguities,  because  the  reply  certainly  seems 
to  contain  expressions  or  statements  which  unhappily  need 
explanation,  or,  at  least,  need  to  be  cleared  of  a  sense  which 
they  might  possibly  convey — a  sense  by  which,  I  think, 
foreigners  ,  might  be  misled  as  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
English  Church  on  some  important  points  of  controversy.1 

1  Since  the  above  was  written,  evidence  of  this  misunderstanding  has 
appeared  in  some  foreign  periodicals. 

The  following  is  from  the  "  Bulletin  du  Diocese  de  Bayonne,"  as  quoted 
in  the  Anglican  Church  Magazine  for  May  (p.  62)  :  "The  letter  is  a 
solemn  and  authentic  affirmation  of  the  belief  of  the  Anglican  Church  in 
the  Sacrament  of  Orders,  the  Real  Presence,  and  the  Sacrifice." 

The  same  magazine  quotes  also  from  a  Spanish  periodical,  "  the  ably- 
conducted  Ciudad  de  Dios,  the  organ  of  the  Augustinians  of  the  Escorial  "  : 
"No  one  will  be  surprised  that  this  letter,  written  in  the  name  of  all  the 
English  Bishops,  expresses  ideas  incompatible  with  the  doctrines  of  our 
Church.  It  it  to  be  remarked,  however,  that  the  authors  manifest  a  pro 
found  respect  for  the  Sovereign  Pontiff,  and  in  a  measure  do  justice  to  his 
noble  intentions  "  (p.  61). 

When  the  Archbishops  wrote,  "  Munera,  quas  antea  oblata  sunt,  jam 
consecrantes  ut  nobis  corpus  et  sanguis  fiant  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi " 
(§  xi.,  p.  16),  they  were  no  doubt  moved  by  a  desire  to  show  that  in  the 
matter  of  the  lex  siipplicandi,  there  might  be  shown  a  near  conformity  be 
tween  the  Churches  of  England  and  Rome  (compare  the  quotation  on 
p.  17).  Their  contention  is  that  the  "Canon  Missas "  "cum  formulis 
nostris  Eucharisticis  satis  consentit,  vix  aut  ne  vix  quidem  cum  Concilii 
Tridentini  placitis "  (p.  17).  So  Reformed  divines  have  constantly  ap 
pealed  to  the  Missal  against  the  Mass.  And  Peter  Du  Moulin  affirmed, 
"  that  after  holy  Scripture,  we  have  nothing  stronger  against  Popery  than 
the  Canon  of  the  Mass"  (see  Durel,  "Of  the  Government  and  Public 
Worship  of  God  in  the  Reformed  Churches,"  p.  284.  London,  1662). 
And  the  words,  "  ut  nobis  .  .  .  fiant,"  are  quite  capable  of  a  sound 

I  * 
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And  if  this  is  so,  we  are  certainly  called  to  stand  to  our 
denial  of  what  Rome  has  made  into  an  Article  of  the  faith, 
and,  if  need  be,  to  go  out  to  meet  our  opponents  in  the  open, 
to  meet  them  on  the  question,  "What  is  the  sacerdotium  of 
the  Christian  Church?"  and  steadfastly  to  maintain  the 
purity  and  simplicity  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ  which  is  the 
power  of  God  unto  salvation. 

Dr.  Pusey  never  spoke  a  truer  word  than  when  he  ex 
pressed  his  strong  conviction  that  the  battle  of  the  faith  in 
England  had  to  be  fought  on  the  field  of  the  sacerdotium 
(see  Bishop  Hamilton's  "Charge,"  1867,  p.  121).  It  be 
hoves  us  to  look  well  over  the  ground  we  have  to  occupy. 
We  are  all  called  to  be  in  a  true  sense  sacerdotalists — yea, 
and  high  sacerdotalists,  too.  We  have  earnestly  to  contend 
for  the  truth  of  the  sacerdotium — the  true  sacerdotium  of 
One,  and  only  One — One  who,  though  He  has  humbled 
Himself  for  us  even  to  the  death  of  the  Cross,  is  now  "high 
and  lifted  up  " — His  glory  over  all  the  earth,  His  throne 
higher  than  the  heavens.  But  we  cannot  be  sacerdotalists 
on  the  side  of  the  teaching  of  the  Church  of  England  and 
the  truth  of  Christ,  without  being  enemies,  not  of  the 
teachers  (God  forbid  ! )  but  of  the  teaching  of  the  sacerdotium 

explanation.  Indeed,  when  rightly  explained,  what  words  could  better 
express  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Eucharist  ?  But  it  was  surely  a  serious 
and  lamentable  mistake  to  express  our  doctrine  in  language  which  (because 
of  its  ambiguity)  had  first  been  amended,  and  then  rejected  by  the  Church 
of  England  on  doctrinal  grounds  (see  "Vox  Liturgies  Anglicanas,"  pp.  12, 
20,  21).  Doubtless,  the  Archbishops  did  not  well  consider  that  to  nine  out 
often  of  Continental  Romanists,  the  words  would  almost  certainly  be  taken 
as  witness  not  to  the  Missal's  attestation  to  the  reformed  doctrine  of  our 
Church,  but  to  the  conformity  of  our  doctrine  with  that  of  the  Mass.  And 
is  there  no  danger  of  the  words,  "  that  they  may  become  to  us"  (in  a 
religious  atmosphere  too  often  surcharged  with  erroneous  doctrine),  sug 
gesting  to  some  among  ourselves  the  idea  of  a  change  in  the  elements 
other  than  that  "of  use  "  ? 
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of  the  Church  of  Rome.     And  this  truth  it  is  which,  as  I 
venture  to  think,  needs  now  to  be  strongly  emphasised. 

But  to  return  to  the  question — Have  we,  or  have  we  not, 
a  true  sacerdotium  ? 

If  we  have  not  a  true  sacerdotium,  then  is  our  religion  not 
the  religion  of  Christ,  then  is  our  Church  a  Church  only  in 
name,  and  that  a  false  name.  But  to  know  that  we  have  a 
Divine  High  Priest  sitting  on  the  right  hand  of  God — vibv 
€ts  TOV  al£>va  TereAetaj/xeVov — is  to  know  that  we  have  that 
which  makes  all  other  sacerdotium  (in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  word)  not  superfluous  merely,  but  an  anti-Christian 
impertinence. 

I  am  here  to-day,  at  the  request  of  your  committee,  to 
vindicate  the  claim  of  the  Church  of  England  to  the  only 
true  sacerdotium  which  belongs  to  the  Christian  Church. 
And  I  am  here  to  vindicate  this  claim  especially  on  the 
ground  that  she  has  distinctly  rejected  the  claim,  and  de 
liberately  refused  the  doctrine  of  a  sacerdotium  of  men  upon 
earth,  which  blasphemously  dishonours  the  sacerdotiiim  of 
our  One  High  Priest  in  the  heavens.1  The  New  Covenant 
knows  no  priesthood  save  that  of  the  "  One  Mediator  be 
tween  God  and  men,  the  Man  Christ  Jesus."  And  accord 
ingly  the  Church  of  England  knows  no  sacerdotium  save 
that  of  the  Incarnate  Son  of  God.  To  seek  to  bring  in 
another  sacrificing  priesthood,  which  we  have  not,  would  be 
to  dishonour  the  perfection  of  that  which  we  have.  This 
must  be  said  plainly  and  asserted  strongly  in  the  interest  of 
truth.  But  it  must  be  said  also  in  the  spirit  of  meekness. 

1  "  It  is  an  abominable  blasphemy  to  give  that  office  or  dignity  to  a 
priest,  which  pertaineth  only  to  Christ"  (Cranmer,  "  On  Lord's  Supper," 
P.S.,  p.  348).  "Qua  in  re  sacrificium  illud  unicum  .  .  .  largiter  immi- 
nuunt,  et  sacerdotium  quod  unius  Christi  proprium  est,  ad  miserabilem 
hominum  conditionem  devolvunt "  ("  Reformatio  Legum,"  Ed.  Cardwell, 
pp.  12,  13).  Compare  Ridley,  Works,  p.  23,  P.S. 
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And  let  it  be  maintained  also  with  all  loving-kindness  to 
wards  those  who  differ.  If  we  must  have  controversy  in 
the  cause  of  our  loving  Master,  for  our  loving  Master's  sake 
let  it  be  the  controversy  of  charity  which  suffereth  long  and 
is  kind.  God's  truth  never  loses  power  by  being  spoken 
in  love. 

Did  I  say  that  the  question  remains  a  question  for  us  ? 
I  rely  on  my  words  not  being  misunderstood.  Shall  we  say 
that  we  have  no  teacher,  at  Whose  word  the  perturbations  of 
anxious  questioning  souls  may  be  stilled  into  a  great  calm  ? 
I  must  profess,  before  I  enter  on  the  subject,  that  I  cannot 
pretend  to  deal  with  the  question  in  anything  like  a  judicial 
spirit  of  inquiring  investigation.  I  find  it  utterly  impossible 
to  do  this.  It  is  impossible  because  of  the  conviction,  deep 
and  strong  and  sacred,  that  the  question  has  been  answered 
for  us  very  plainly  in  the  Scriptures  of  Truth  ;  and  that 
there  is  a  faithful  witness  to  that  answer  in  the  formularies 
of  our  Church.  Let  me  say,  then,  at  the  outset — God  forbid 
that  I  should  deal  with  this  matter  simply  as  an  inquiry. 
If  I  call  it  a  question — it  is  a  question  the  answer  to  which, 
as  I  am  persuaded,  admits  of  no  question  at  all.  Let  the 
great  cry  from  Calvary,  the  rereAeo-Tai  of  the  expiring  Re 
deemer,  in  the  wonderful  fulness  of  its  meaning,  be  inter 
preted  by  the  oracles  of  God.1  And  then,  if  some  say  "  Our 
thoughts  are  quieted ;  for  us  Roma  locuta  est  "  ;  shall  we 
not  be  able  to  answer,  "  For  us  Christus  locutus  est,  causa 
finita  est"  ? 

But  now,  before  I  cross  the  threshold  to  enter  on  the  sub 
ject,  I  must  be  allowed  for  a  moment  to  explain  the  sense  in 
which  I  understand  the  term  sacerdotium.  In  theological 
controversies,  how  much  of  confusion  sometimes  arises 

1  See  some  valuable  remarks  of  Vogan  in  "  True  Doctrine,"  p.  464. 
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from  ambiguities  of  expression  !  How  often  do  the  oppo 
nents  of  the  truth  make  profit  out  of  equivocal  words  ! 

There  is  probably  nothing  in  the  original  root  meaning  of 
the  Hebrew  cohen,  or  the  Greek  icpeus,  or  the  Latin  sacerdos, 
which  necessarily  conveys  any  idea  of  sacrificing  at  all. 
The  idea  has  attached  itself  to  the  word,  because  from  of 
old  human  thoughts  concerning  sacred  things  have  been 
dominated  by  the  thought  (I  would  rather  say  by  the  truth 
— a  truth  often  mixed  with  error)  that  man's  approaches  to 
Deity  in  service  and  worship  require  for  their  acceptance 
the  offering  of  sacrifice. 

In  the  Old  Testament  we  find  the  Priest's  office  con 
stantly  connected  with  the  idea  of  drawing  near  to  God. 
Let  me  be  allowed  to  emphasise  this  truth ;  it  demands 
some  special  attention.  This  teaching  stands  beside  the 
teaching  of  fallen  man's  distance  from  God,  and  his  terrible 
unfitness  to  approach  God,  and  the  awful  consequences  of 
beholding  Him.  The  people  brought  nigh  to  Him  in  co 
venant  mercies  must  have  a  separate  class,  appointed  and 
accepted  of  God,  to  draw  near  to  Him  on  their  behalf.  And 
to  these  is  to  be  confined  the  function  of  doing  sacrifice  to 
Jehovah.  Indeed  the  idea  of  drawing  nigh  is  by  some  re 
garded  as  entering  into  the  root  meaning  of  the  Hebrew 
cohen. 

And  we  have  the  primary  idea  of  the  Scriptural  doctrine  of 
sacerdotium  set  before  us  in  the  inspired  words  of  the  New 
Testament :  "  Every  high  priest  taken  from  among  men  is 
ordained  for  men  in  things  pertaining  to  God,  that  he  may 
offer  both  gifts  and  sacrifices  for  sin.  .  .  .  And  no  man 
taketh  this  honour  unto  himself  but  he  that  is  called  of  God, 
as  was  Aaron  "  (Heb.  v.  i,  4). 

There  is  unquestionably  somewhat  of  a  limiting  of  the 
meaning  of  these  words  when  sacerdotium  is  defined  as  the 
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office  of  offering  sacrifices  for  sin,  in  order  to  the  obtaining  of 
remission.  Nevertheless,  such  a  definition  lays  hold  on  the 
prominent  idea  conveyed  by  the  words,  and  that  idea,  at  the 
present  time,  is  exalting  itself  above  every  other  idea  which 
may  be  conveyed  by  the  term.1  And  we  may  for  the  present 

1  Bishop  Lightfoot  has  justly  observed :  "  It  is  plain  from  this  Epistle 
[Hebrews],  as  it  may  be  gathered  also  from  other  notices,  Jewish  and 
heathen,  that  the  prominent  idea  of  the  priestly  office  at  this  time  was  the 
function  of  offering  sacrifice,  and  thereby  making  atonement"  ("On 
Philipp.,"  p.  263.  See  also  Burnet's  "  Vindication,"  p.  3). 

In  the  "Confessio  Orthodoxa"  of  the  Greek  Church,  the  sacramental 
sacerdotium,  as  distinguished  from  the  spiritual  (or  lay)  sacerdotium 
(whose  oblations  are  spiritual),  is  denned  or  explained  as  having  a  twofold 
stewardship,  of  which  (i)  the  first  is  the  power  of  the  keys,  (2)  the  second 
is  the  teaching  authority  (rj  Qovffta  Kal  TJ  5vi/a[j.is  TOV  SiSdffKetv — see  Kim- 
mel's"Mon.  Fid.  Eccles.  Orient,"  p.  186,  quaest.  cix.).  But  this  must 
not  be  understood  as  implying  that  the  offering  of  the  Eucharistic  sacrifice 
is  not  a  function  belonging  exclusively  to  the  lepevs  v6fjnjj.os  (see  p.  179, 
quaest.  cvii.). 

Romish  writers  sometimes  speak  of  the  threefold  function  of  the  Sacer 
dotium  "  to  feed  the  flock,  to  offer  sacrifice,  and  to  forgive  sins  "  (see  Tablet, 
April  3,  1897,  p.  523).  But  according  to  the  Roman  Pontifical,  the  office 
of  the  priest  is  first  "to  offer,"  then  "  to  bless,  rule,  preach  and  baptize  " 
(see  "  Cath.  Diet.,"  p.  753). 

This  form,  however,  is  comparatively  modern.  Dr.  Swainson  expressed 
the  opinion  (Guardian,  January  30,  1878)  that  it  cannot  be  traced  back 
beyond  1300.  The  older  English  Ritual  had  the  words,  "  Presbyterum 
oportet  benedicere,  offerre,  et  bene  praeesse,  praedicare,  et  baptizare  atque 
communicare."  It  should  also  be  observed  that  "offerre"  may  have  a 
very  indefinite  sense.  See  Morris's  "  Growth  of  Sacrificial  Ideas,"  pp.  66, 
67. 

The  Trent  Council,  in  Cap.  I.,  sess.  xxiii.,  affirms  the  conjunction  by 
Divine  appointment  of  sacrificium  and  sacerdotium,  and  claims  for  the 
sacerdotium  the  power — "  Consecrandi,  offerendi,  et  ministrandi  Corpus  et 
Sanguinem  Ejus  [Domini  Salvatoris],  nee  non  et  peccata  dimittendi  ej 
retinendi." 

In  the  "  Sacerdotale  Romanum,"  after  the  usual  derivation  of  sacerdos, 
as  "sacra  dans"  and  "  sacer  dux,"  it  is  added  "  Dicitur  etiam  a  sacrifi- 
cando,  quia  eorum  officium  est  offerre  sacrificium  et  hostias  pro  populis  " 
(Proaern,  fol.  ii.  Venice,  1585). 
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conveniently  accept  it ;  because  it,  no  doubt,  sufficiently  em 
bodies  the  one  primary  meaning  which  it  is  intended  to  con 
vey  in  the  question  which  demands  of  us,  "  Have  you  a  true 
sacerdotium  in  the  Church  of  England  ?  "  Only  we  should 
remember  that,  in  accepting  such  a  definition  for  our 
present  purpose,  we  are  not  to  suppose  that  such  a  limita 
tion  of  the  sense  of  either  sacrifice  or  sacerdotium  must 
needs  be  imposed  upon,  or  expected  of,  all  who  would  use 

Gregory  de  Valentia  says  :  "  Certum  est,  eum  proprie  sacerdotem  dici, 
cujus  officium  est  offerre  sacrificium  veri  nominis"  ("  De  Rebus  fid.," 
p.  784.  Paris,  1610). 

And  the  Papal  Bull,  "  Apostolicas  Curse,"  speaks  of  the  "gratia  et 
potestas  "  of  the  sacerdotium  thus:  "Quse  praecipue  est  potestas  conse- 
crandi  et  offerendi  verum  Corpus  et  Sanguinem  Domini,  eo  Sacrificio, 
quod  non  est  nuda  commemoratio  sacrificii  in  Cruce  peracti "  (p.  40,  edit. 
Burns,  referring  to  sess.  xxiii.,  can.  i,  and  sess.  xxii.,  can.  3,  which  hardly 
come  up  to  the  language  of  the  Bull). 

And  the  designed  omission  of  this  power  from  our  Ordinal  is  thus  ex 
pressed:  "  De  ipsis  consulto  detractum  esse  quidquid  in  ritu  Catholico 
dignitatem  et  officia  sacerdotii  perspicue  designat "  (p.  41). 

And  the  Tablet  (March  13,  1897)  sets  it  down  as  part  of"  the  minimum  " 
required  of  the  Anglican  Bishops  for  a  refutation  of  the  Pope's  Bull,  that 
they  should  maintain  that  "  the  Church  of  England  at  the  Reformation, 
as  since  then,  has  ever  held  that  her  Bishops  and  priests  possess  a  true 
sacerdotium  or  sacrificing  priesthood,  and  that  to  them  is  given  in  ordina 
tion  the  mystic  power  to  cause  Christ^to  be  really  present  on  the  altar,  and 
to  offer  Christ  as  the  victim  of  salvation  in  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass." 

Cardinal  De  Lugo  says :  "  Sacerdos  non  est,  nisi  in  ordine  ad  sacri 
ficium  offerendum  "  (Disp.  Schol.,  "  De  Sacr.  Euch.,"«Disp.  xix.,  Sect,  ii., 
§  21,  p.  524.  Lugd.,  1644). 

"  Sacrificium  est  correlativum  ad  Sacerdotium,  ut  docet  idem  Triden- 
tinum  dictum;  Sess.  23,  cap.  i  "  (ibid.,  §  35,  p.  526). 

"Non  debemus  confundere  virtutem,  quam  habet  [hoc  sacrificium]  ad 
expiandum,  et  purgandum  a  peccatis,  cum  virtute  ad  mere  impetrandum  " 
(ibid.,  Disp.  xix.,  Sect,  ix.,  §  140,  p.  546). 

"  Non  ergo  confert  ad  delenda  peccata  impetrando  solum,  sed  propiti- 
ando,  et  placando,  qui  est  proprius  effectus  sacrificii,  ut  propitiatorium 
est  "  (ibid.,  §  141,  p.  546.  See  also  Theiner,  "  Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  torn,  ii., 
P-  63). 
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the  language  of  Reformed  Theology,  or  speak  as  Scripture 
speaks. 

Accepting,  then,  for  awhile,  this  sense  of  the  word,  we 
may  meet  the  question  by  asking  three  other  questions  : — 

I.  And  the  first  question  we  have  to  ask  is  this  :  Does  it 
appertain  to  the  office  of  the  human  ministry  in  the  Church 
of  Christ  to  offer  such  sacrifices  for  sins? 

We  know  well  the  answer  we  have  to  expect  from  our 
opponents  in  this  controversy.  They  will  answer:  "Yes, 
certainly  it  does.  This  is  the  sacerdotium  of  the  Christian 
Church." 

But  we  ask  again  :  Why  do  you  give  this  answer  so  con 
fidently  ?  On  what  Scriptural  grounds  can  you  make  good 
such  a  claim  for  an  order  of  Christian  priests,  since  it  is  con 
fessed  and  notorious  that  Christian  ministers  are  never 
called  priests  in  the  New  Testament,  and  are  never  said  to 
offer  sacrifice  for  sins  ? 

Again,  we  can  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  basis  of  the  answer 
which  will  be  given  by  all  alike.  We  shall  be  assured  that 
it  must  needs  be  so  because  Christ  is  a  Priest  for  ever,  and 
a  continuous,  abiding  Priesthood  must  involve  a  perpetual, 
continual  sacrificing. 

Beyond  this,  if  we  press  for  a  further  explanation,  a  fuller 
exposition  of  the  connection  between  the  Eternal  Priesthood 
in  the  heavens  and  the  consequent  need  of  a  sacrificing 
priesthood  on  earth,  we  shall  find  our  adversaries  dividing 
themselves  immediately  into  two  separate  camps. 

From  the  one  camp,  which  speaks  with  the  loudest  voice 
at  the  present  time,  will  come  the  reply  :  What  Christ  does 
with  His  sacrifice  in  heaven,  that  He  appoints  His  ministers 
to  do  with  His  sacrifice  on  earth.  And  as  Christ,  the  High 
Priest  of  our  profession,  is  continuously  offering  in  heaven, 
so  must  His  appointed  ministers  offer  Him  in  the  Euchar- 
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istic  sacrifice  on  the  altars  of  our  churches.     This  is  their 
sacerdotium.1 

But  from  the  other  camp,  much  older,  if  with  a  voice  more 
feeble  now,  we  shall  hear  a  very  different  statement.  It  as 
sumes  that  Christ  cannot  offer  sacrifice  in  heaven,  because 
heaven  is  no  place  for  sacrifice.2  Therefore,  seeing  that  as 

1  The  germ  of  the  continuous  sacrifice  doctrine  may  perhaps  be  found 
somewhat  earlier  (see  Malchior  Canus,  "  Loc.  Theolo.,"  lib.  xii.,  cap.  xii., 
pp.  418,  429,  Patavii,  1734;   and  Morton,  "On  Euch.,"  p.  418).      But 
Canon  Vogan,  who  has  taken  considerable  pains  to  ascertain  the  history 
of  the  doctrine  (p.  454),  finds  the  nearest  approach  to  it — previous  to  our 
own  times — in   the  language  of  Harding,  who  in  his  controversy  with 
Bishop  Jewel   maintained  that   the  "  oblation  of  Christ  in  heaven  was 
never  intermitted,  but  continueth  always  for  our  atonement  with  God,  and 
shall  without  ceasing  endure  until  the  end  of  the  world"  (see  Jewel's 
Works;   Harding,  "  Thess.,"  etc.,  P.S.,  p.  718;  see  also  p.  752).     This 
may  be  regarded  as  an  eccentricity  of  a  Romish  divine.     But  the  lan 
guage  of  some  modern  teachers  in  our  own  Church  has  been  far  more 
startling   and  pronounced   (see  Vogan's  "True  Doctrine,"  pp.  457-62). 
Coster  appears  to  have  come  nearer   to  the  modern  view  (see  Bishop 
Morton,  "  On  Eucharist,"  p.  419). 

2  This  assumption  will  be  found  to  underlie  the  teaching  of  Bellarmine, 
"  De  Missa,"  lib.  i. ;  see  especially  cap.  vi.,  c.  949,  and  cap.  vii.,  c.  964. 
See  also  T.  Aquinas,  Summa,  par.  iii.,  Quest.  XXIII. ,  art.  iv. 

But  it  should  be  noted  that  this  does  not  hinder  Romish  theologians 
from  teaching  in  a  certain  sense  the  offering  in  heaven  of  a  continual  com 
memoration  of  the  sacrifice  of  the  Cross,  as  well  as  the  offering  properly 
in  heaven  of  the  Masses  celebrated  on  earth  (see  e.g.  Cornelius  a  Lapide 
on  Heb.  viii.  3,  and  Estius  as  there  quoted  by  Alfordj. 

Canon  Vogan  has  said:  "Both  Bellarmine  and  Aquinas  held  that 
Christ's  eternal  priesthood  necessitates  a  continual  offering  by  Him ;  but 
they  had  no  notion,  so  far,  at  least,  as  I  can  ascertain,  that  the  actual 
offering  He  had  to  make  was  made  in  heaven.  They  considered  the  con 
ditions  of  His  priesthood  fulfilled  in  the  Eucharist,  celebrated  by  His 
ministers  upon  earth  "  ("  True  Doctrine,"  p.  453).  So  it  was  said  in  the 
Council  of  Trent  (1551)  by  Antonius  Marinarius  :  "  IpseChristus  continuo 
est  victima,  quae  Deo  objicienda  est  pro  peccatis  nostris.  Offertur  autem 
continuo  in  Altari"  (Theiner,  "  Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  torn,  i.,  p.  631). 

It  is  important  to  observe  that  there  is  an  ambiguity  in  the  term  "  per 
petual  sacrifice."  It  may  be  taken  to  mean  a  sacrifice  to  be  perpetually 
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a  Priest  for  ever,  He  must  be  for  ever  sacrificing,  He  must 
have  a  place  for  sacrifice  somewhere  out  of  heaven.  And 
we  must,  therefore,  look  for  that  place  upon  earth.  And  it 
is  nowhere  to  be  found  but  on  the  altars  of  our  churches. 
And  we  must,  therefore,  see  the  sacrifice  offered  in  the  Mass, 
and  in  the  offering  priests  we  must  recognise  the  sacerdotium 
of  the  Christian  Church. 

II.  Let  us  turn  to  the  answers  from  each  of  these  camps 
separately.  The  voice  from  the  first  camp  leads  up  to  the 
second  question  which  we  have  to  ask :  "  Is  it  so,  that 
Christ  is  offering  sacrifice  in  heaven  ?  "  In  addressing  our 
selves  to  this  question,  we  have  to  bear  in  mind  that  we 
have  in  view  specially  the  teaching  of  some  in  our  own 
communion,  who  acknowledge  themselves  bound  to  teach 
as  the  Church  of  England  teaches.  And  indeed  our  subject 

offered,  or  a  sacrifice  by  once  offering  perpetually  efficacious  (see  "  Death 
of  Christ,"  pp.  65,  66).  The  one  sense  requires,  the  other  refuses,  the 
doctrine  oi  perpetuity  of  oblation. 

It  must  not,  however,  be  supposed  that  there  is  unanimity  on  this  point 
among  Romish  doctors.  Cardinal  Alan  says :  "  Christus  in  ipso  Crelo, 
non  aliquid  Sacerdotale  facit,  nisirespectu  nostri  sacramenti  "  ("  De  Euch.," 
lib.  ii.).  But  Ribera,  Estius,  and  Vasquez  teach  that  the  perpetual  priest 
hood  of  Christ  has  a  perpetual  function  in  heaven,  in  virtue  of  the  sacrifice 
on  the  Cross  (see  Morton,  "  On  Euch.,"  pp.  413,  414, 421.  London,  1635). 

Vasquez  says:  "  Ut  Christus  vere  dicatur  Sacerdos  secundum  ordinem 
Melchizedek,  non  indiget  Sacrificio  usque  ad  finem  mundi,  siquidem  post 
mundi  finem  remanebit  Sacerdos,  et  tamen  nullum  proprie  dictum  sacri- 
ficium  habebit  "  (p.  413). 

There  is  also  a  modern  school  of  theologians  in  the  Church  of  Rome 
which  maintains  the  doctrine  of  the  offering  in  heaven,  and  endeavours  to 
reconcile  it  with  the  teaching  of  the  Council  of  Trent  (see  Milne's  "  Con 
siderations  on  Eucharistic  Worship,"  pp.  47,  50).  Some  connect  it  with 
a  certain  idea  of  a  repetition  of  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Cross  (see  p.  51). 

Chemnitz  quotes  from  a  monk  who  maintained,  arguing  from  Dan.  vii. : 
"  Quando  Christus  in  Missa  a  sacerdote  sacrificatur,  tune  simul  etiam  in 
nubibus  cceli,  ab  ipsis  angelis  sacrificatur  "  (Examen  Cone.  Trid.,  "  De 
Missa  Ponti,"  art.  v.,  p.  387.  Berlin,  1861). 
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is  the  teaching  of  our  Church  on  this  matter  of  sacerdotium. 
Therefore,  I  feel  bound  to  make  appeal  first  of  all  to  the 
language  of  our  formularies.  And,  before  I  open  the  Book 
of  Common  Prayer,  I  am  sure  I  may  say  this — that  if  it  be 
so  that  Christ  is  offering  His  sacrifice  in  heaven — however 
men  may  minimize  and  explain  the  meaning  of  their  words 
— yet,  if  it  be  a  real  sacrificial  offering  at  all,  this  doctrine 
ought  to  occupy  a  position  of  exalted  prominence  in  the 
teaching  of  every  Christian  Church  which  believes  it.  But 
I  open  my  Prayer  Book,  and  I  ask,  Where  is  this  doctrine 
to  be  found — where  ?  Echo  may  answer  "  Where  ?  "  It  is 
the  only  sound  in  reply.  There  is  a  dead  silence — no  voice, 
nor  any  to  answer.  What !  such  an  important  work  of  the 
Son  of  God,  on  which  He  is  ever  engaged  for  us — a  work 
the  absence  of  which,  from  our  view,  must  make  our  faith 
so  defective  (in  the  view  of  many) — and  not  a  word  to  speak 
of  it  in  our  Book  of  Common  Prayer !  We  look  at  our 
time-honoured  creeds — it  is  not  there.  We  turn  to  the 
grand  anthem,  which  has  come  down  to  us  from  remote 
antiquity — the  "  Te  Deum  "  in  which  we  laud  and  magnify 
the  name  of  our  Redeemer.  There  we  have  the  spiritual 
song  of  praise,  "  When  Thou  hadst  overcome  the  sharpness 
of  death  :  Thou  didst  open  the  kingdom  of  heaven  to  all  be 
lievers."  What  a  glorious  witness  to  the  efficacy — the  per 
fect  sacrificial  efficacy  of  Christ's  death  !  *  What  follows  ? 
Not  a  word  of  any  other  offering.  This  follows  immediately, 
"  Thou  sittest  at  the  right  hand  of  God :  in  the  glory  of  the 
Father."  We  examine  our  Eucharistic  Service  (the  service, 
in  a  true  sense,  of  our  Christian  sacrifice) — it  is  not  there. 
We  find  a  proper  preface  for  the  day  of  our  Lord's  ascension 
into  heaven — it  is  not  there.  In  the  obsecrations  of  our 
Litany  (which  come  to  us  substantially  from  the  Sarum  and 
old  English  uses)  we  find  mention  of  all  the  prominent 
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points  in  our  blessed  Lord's  work  for  our  salvation.  After 
His  agony  and  bloody  sweat,  His  precious  death  and  burial, 
we  have  before  us  His  glorious  resurrection  and  ascension. 
Beyond  this  we  have  the  coming  of  the  Holy  Ghost ;  but 
no  word  of  any  offering  of  propitiatory  sacrifice  in  heaven. 

We  look  at  the  Articles  of  Religion  to  be  subscribed  by 
our  ministers.  It  certainly  is  not  there. 

I  might  go  on  and  ask  the  same  question  in  a  wider  field. 
I  might  ask,  Where  is  this  doctrine  to  be  found  in  the  writ 
ings  of  the  old  Fathers  of  the  Christian  Church  ?  I  have 
found  in  them  its  denial.1  Unless  my  memory  fails  me,  I 
have  never  seen  anything  like  its  assertion — except,  perhaps, 
in  a  few  scattered  sayings,  which  at  once  suggest,  or  readily 
admit,  a  sound  interpretation.2  (See  Morton  "  On  Euchar 
ist,"  pp.  418,  419.  London,  1635.)  Nay,  I  might  ask, 
Where  is  it  to  be  found  in  any  of  the  ancient  liturgies  of  the 
Church  ?  In  most  of  these  we  find  an  addition  made  to  the 
"  showing  forth  of  the  Lord's  death  " — we  find  the  com 
memoration  added  of  the  resurrection  and  glorious  ascension. 
But  where  anything  of  this  sacrificial  oblation  in  heaven  ? 

But  to  dwell  on  this  would  be  outside  my  subject.  It  is 
not,  however,  outside  my  subject  to  turn  to  the  Holy  Scrip 
tures.  For  I  am  concerned  to  maintain  the  Scriptural 
character  of  the  teaching  of  our  Church.  I  ask,  then,  the 
same  question  concerning  this  sacrificing  office  of  Christ  in 

1  See  "  Eucharist  considered  in  its  Sacrificial  Aspect,"  pp.  16,  17. 

2  If  a  few  ambiguous  expressions  may  here  and  there  be  found  which 
at  first  sight  might  seem  to  convey  some  such  meaning,  they  will  com 
monly,  I  think,  be  found  to  receive  sufficient  explanation  from  their  con 
texts.     On  Origen's  view  see  Huet, "  Origeniana,"  Lib.  II.,  Qu.  III.,  §  24, 
Com.  Tom.  I.,  p.  60.     Colon,  1685. 

Jewel  says:  "  That  Christ  was  thus  '  thorn-pricked,  nail-bored,  spear- 
pierced,'  and  crucified  in  heaven,  I  think  no  man  ever  saw  or  said,  but  M. 
Harding.  The  Apostles,  the  evangelists,  the  old  doctors,  and  ancient 
fathers  never  knew  it "  (Works,  ii.,  p.  719,  P.S.). 
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the  heavens — Where  is  it  to  be  found  in  the  Scriptures  of 
truth  ?  We  know  well  that  there  are,  indeed,  two  texts  in 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  into  a  doubtful  or  mistaken 
version  of  which  has  often  been  read  a  sense  derived  from  a 
misinterpretation  (as  I  am  persuaded)  of  the  work  of  the 
typical  high  priest  on  the  day  of  atonement.  And  it  is 
not  denied  that,  in  consequence  of  this,  some  few  divines  of 
high  esteem  have  been  led  to  use  language  which  is  to  be 
regretted  as  capable  of  conveying  an  erroneous  impression.1 

1  Not  that  they  had  any  thought  of  conveying  such  a  misapprehension. 
To  those  who  have  misunderstood  their  language  may  be  commended  the 
following  extract  from  Dr.  Vogan's  "True  Doctrine  of  the  Eucharist": 
"  Field  distinctly  explains  that  our  Lord's  offering  of  Himself  in  heaven 
is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  gift  or  present,  nor  in  the  nature  of  a  sacrifice  ; 
but  that  '  representing  His  sacrifice  to  the  Father,' — He  offers  it  '  to  His 
view,'  and  '  so  intercedeth  for  us.1  And  Taylor  also  explains  His  offer 
ing  to  be  His  representing  '  the  same  one  perfect  Sacrifice  as  having  been 
once  finished  and  consummate.'  Take  this  again  from  Bishop  Cosin  : 
'As  Christ  Himself,  now  He  is  in  heaven,  does  appear  in  the  presence  of 
God  for  us,  making  intercession  for  us,  and  does  present  and  offer  Himself 
and  His  death  to  God ;  so  also  the  Church  upon  earth,  which  is  His  body, 
when  it  beseeches  God  for  His  sake  and  His  death,  does  also  represent 
and  offer  Him  and  His  death,  and  consequently  that  sacrifice  which  was 
performed  on  the  Cross,  for  no  one  is  so  blind  as  not  to  see  the  difference 
between  a  "proper  offering,"  which  was  once  performed  by  His  death 
upon  the  Cross,  and  between  an  "  improper  offering,"  which  is  now  made 
either  in  heaven,  by  that  His  appearance  on  our  behalf,  or  here  on  earth, 
by  prayers  and  representation,  or  obtestation,  or  commemoration,  there 
being  only  the  same  common  name  for  these,  but  a  ve'ry  wide  difference 
in  the  things  themselves.'  Thus  our  Lord's  offering  of  Himself  continu 
ally  in  heaven  is  resolved  not  into  a  '  proper,'  but  into  an  '  improper  sacri 
fice,'  between  which  two  things  there  is  a  very  wide  difference — so  wide 
and  great  that  he  must  be  '  blind '  who  cannot  see  it ;  but  more  properly 
speaking,  it  is  seen  to  be  the  intercession  of  our  Lord  on  our  behalf  in 
virtue  of  His  once  made,  perfect,  consummate,  and  accepted  sacrifice  of 
Himself"  (p.  455). 

It  can  scarcely  be  needful  to  add  that  it  is  not  simple  commemoration 
which  we  are  concerned  with,  when  we  are  arguing  against  the  offering  of 
sacrifice  in  heaven.  Waterland's  language  may  very  well  be  accepted  in 
a  sound  sense,  when  he  speaks  of  Christian  Ministers,  "  as  commemorating 
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It  must  also  be  acknowledged  that,  in  recent  years,  some 
very  estimable  men  have  thus  been  influenced  to  follow 
more  or  less  nearly  the  leading  of  certain  German  theologians, 
whose  teaching  may  perhaps  be  not  unfairly  summarized 
thus  :  Christ  once  for  all,  on  entering  heaven,  paid  down  the 
ransom-price  of  our  atonement  (some  would  say,  the  very 
material  Blood  shed  on  Calvary),  which  price  He  had  once 
for  all  acquired  for  us  when  He  gave  Himself  as  a  sacri 
fice  for  our  sins  on  the  Cross.  But  even  if  we  were  to  con- 
in  solemn  form  the  same  sacrifice  here  below  which  Christ,  our  High 
Priest,  commemorates  above "  ("  Euch.  considered  in  Sacrificial  View," 
ch.  xx.;  Works,  vol.  iv.,  p.  731.  Oxford  1843). 

Compare  the  following  :  "  He  [Ambrose]  uses  the  word  offer  in  a  lax 
sense  for  commemorating,  or  presenting  to  Divine  consideration,  for  it  can 
not  be  supposed  that  he  thought  of  literally  sacrificing  Christ,  either  above 
or  below.  .  .  .  Christ's  offering  Himself  above  is  rather  commemorating  a 
sacrifice  than  sacrificing  :  and  our  doing  the  like  below  is  but  an  imitation 
of  that,  so  far  is  it  from  sacrificing  either  the  signs  or  the  things " 
(Waterland,  "  Distinctions  of  Sacrifice,"  §  xvii. ;  Works,  vol.  v.,  p.  286). 

Even  the  idea  intended  by  "commemoration  in  heaven"  might  be, 
perhaps,  more  accurately  expressed  by  saying  that  Christ's  very  presence 
in  heaven  is  evidence  of  His  sacrifice  offered  and  accepted  on  the  Cross. 

It  is  well  said  by  Bishop  Westcott,  "  The  modern  conception  of  Christ 
pleading  in  heaven  His  passion,  '  offering  His  blood,'  on  behalf  of  man 
has  no  foundation  in  the  Epistle.  His  glorified  humanity  is  the  Eternal 
pledge  of  the  absolute  efficacy  of  His  accomplished  work.  He  pleads,  as 
older  writers  truly  expressed  the  thought,  by  His  presence  on  the  Father's 
throne"  ("  On  Heb.,"  p.  230). 

May  we  understand  in  some  such  sense  the  language  of  the  Primates 
(which  seems  very  difficult  of  interpretation)  where  they  deprecate  "  too 
precise  definitions" — "de  modo  sacrificii  et  de  ratione  qua  conjunguntur 
sacrificium  asterni  sacerdotis,  et  sacrificium  Ecclesise,  quse  aliquo  certe 
modo  unum  sunt"  (p.  18)  ?  May  the  sacrifice  of  the  Eternal  Priest  be 
understood  as  signifying  the  sacerdotal  intercession  of  Christ  based  on 
His  sacrifice — on  sacrifice  (in  some  sense)  commemorated  in  heaven,  and 
commemorated  by  His  very  presence  (as  the  Lamb  that  had  been  slain, 
"  alive  for  evermore  "),  on  the  Father's  throne  ? 

The  words  of  the  "  Responsio  "  can  hardly  be  intended  to  indicate  any 
real  offering  of  sacrifice  in  heaven,  or  any  real  continuous  sacrifice  of  pro 
pitiation  on  earth.  Otherwise,  it  should  certainly  have  been  mentioned, 
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cede  any  measure  of  truth  as  underlying  such  a  statement, 
which  I  certainly  am  not  prepared  to  do,  it  would  go  very 
little  way  towards  supporting  this  doctrine  of  a  perpetual 
offering  in  heaven. 

To  be  a  priest  does,  indeed,  involve  the  offering  of  sacri 
fice.  But  it  does  not  necessarily  require  that  the  oblation 
should  be  in  the  present,  or  in  the  future.  Rather  continu 
ity,  or  perpetuity,  in  sacrificing,  implies  imperfection  in  the 
attainment  of  the  end  of  sacrificial  work.1  The  perfection 
of  priesthood,  and  the  perfection  of  sacrifice,  requires  that 
the  sacrificing  act,  and  its  work  of  satisfaction,  should  be 
perfect  in  the  past.  When  perfection  has  crowned  the 
sacerdotal  sacrifice,  then  the  sacrificial  function  (though  not 
the  connected  and  consequent  office  of  priesthood)  is  brought 
to  an  end,  just  because  its  one  end  and  purpose  has  been 
attained  once  for  all,  and  its  proper  work  is  a  thing  com 
pleted  and  accomplished  for  ever.2 

and  should  have  occupied  a  pre-eminent  position  in  pp.  16,  17,  where  the 
Eucharistic  sacrifice  is  directly  treated  of. 

We  should  desire  to  give  the  most  favourable  construction  possible  to 
such  an  important  document.  But  it  seems  much  to  be  regretted  that  the 
"  Responsio  "  should  have  used  such  ambiguous  expressions,  and  not  rather 
have  represented  our  doctrine  in  language  authorized  by  our  formularies. 

Possibly  the  key  to  the  interpretation  of  the  language  of  the  "  Re 
sponsio  "  may  be  found  in  Waterland's  distinction  of  sacrifices  as  active 
and  passive.  He  says :  "  Our  Lord's  sacrifice,  actively  considered,  as  a 
proper  act  of  sacrificing,  was  performed  once  for  all,  was  one  transient  act ; 
but  the  subject-matter  of  it,  viz.,  Christ  Himself,  and  the  virtue  of  that 
sacrifice,  are  permanent  things,  to  be  for  ever  commemorated,  exhibited, 
participated.  .  .  .  Therefore,  Christ's  sacrifice  is  our  sacrifice,  but  in  the 
passive  sense,  for  us  to  partake  of,  not  to  give  to  God"  (Works,  vol.  v., 
p.  235.  Oxford,  1843).  Compare  Bishop  Westcott  on  Heb.,  p.  462. 

1  So  Chrysostom,    -rb    8e    del,    eAeyx01   curOevetas'    eirl    8e    rov    Xpiffrov 
Tovva.v7iov.     aira.^TTpoff(:v4')(6r],  /col  elsrb  del  ijpKeffe  ("  In  Ep.  ad  Heb.,"  cap. 
x.,  horn,  xvii.,  Op.,  torn,  xii.,  p.  168.     Ed.  Montfaucon,  Paris,  1735). 

2  'A.pxi*pei>s  Sf  els  rbv  auiava.  fffnv,  ovx  &s  0v<rias  irpofftytpuv'   a.ira£  yap  rb 
favrov    irpoffev'fivoxe    ff<ap.a.-    a\\'    &>s    faeffirrjs    vpoffdytav    T<f    Tlarpl    TOVS 
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And  Scripture  speaks  with  no  uncertain  voice  as  to  the 
work  to  which  our  faith  is  to  look  as  accomplishing  this  end, 
and  the  date  of  its  completion.  Was  it  not  by  Christ's  death 
that  we  were  reconciled  ?  Was  it  not  by  Christ's  Blood  that 
we  were  justified  ?  Our  peace  was  made  —  how  ?  By  the 
Blood  of  Christ's  Cross.  When  was  the  bond  —  the  hand 
writing  against  us  —  quite  cancelled  ?  It  was  when  Christ 
took  it  out  of  the  way,  having  nailed  it  to  His  Cross  —  as 
Bishop  Lightfoot  excellently  says  :  "  '  Not  only  was  the 
writing  erased,  but  the  document  itself  was  torn  up  and  cast 
aside.'  By  Trpocr^Xwo-as  is  meant  that  the  law  of  ordinances 
was  nailed  to  the  Cross,  rent  with  Christ's  body,  and  de 
stroyed  with  His  death  "  (on  Coioss.  ii.  15,  p.  189).  Does 
not  all  this  bear  witness  to  the  truth  that  all  the  work  of 
sacrifice  and  oblation  was  finished  and  perfected,  when  on 
the  accursed  tree  God  made  Him  to  be  sin  for  us  Who 
knew  no  sin,  that  we  might  be  made  to  be  the  righteousness 


(Theodoret,  in  Cranmer's  Catena,  torn,  vii.,  p.  523,  Oxford, 
1844;  "In  Ep.  ad  Heb.,"  cap.  vi.,  Op.,  torn,  iii.,  p.  583.  Edit.  Schulze. 
See  also  pp.  594,  595,  and  torn,  i.,  pp.  1396-98). 

"  In  truth,  government  doth  belong  to  His  [Christ's]  kingly  office, 
Mediatorship  to  His  priestly.  For  as  the  High  Priest  both  offered  sacrifice 
for  expiation  of  the  people's  sins,  and  entered  into  the  holy  place,  there  to 
make  intercession  for  them,  so  Christ,  having  finished  upon  the  Cross  that 
part  of  His  priestly  office  which  wrought  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  did 
afterwards  enter  into  the  very  heaven,  and  doth  there,  as  Mediator  of  the 
New  Testament,  appear  in  the  sight  of  God  for  us  "  (Hooker,  "  Ecc.  Pol.," 
Book  VIII.,  iv.,  6;  Works,  vol.  iii.,  p.  379.  Edit.  Keble). 

"  Non  emm  in  eo  consistit  perpetuitas  Sacerdotii  Christi,  ut  semper 
fiat  Ejus  vera  immolatio  per  Sacerdotes,  ac  si  necesse  esset  Sacerdotium 
Ejus  per  mortem  extingui,  nisi  fierent  istse  iteratae  sacrificationes  in  Missis  : 
ut  impie,  et  contra  Scripturas,  tradiderunt  Tridentini,  Sess.  22.  Sed  con 
sistit  in  perpetuo  vigore  illius  unicae  immolationis  in  passione  semel  factae, 
et  perpetua  intercessione  pro  nobis,  ad  dextram  Patris,  sicut  decent  sacrae 
literae  "  (J.  Forbes,  of  Corse,  "  Instr.  Hist.  Theol.,"  lib.  ix.,  cap.  xx.,  §  26, 
Op.,  torn,  ii.,  p.  575). 
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of  God  in  Him,  when  Christ  redeemed  us  from  the  curse  of 
the  Law,  being  made  a  curse  for  us  ? 

And  I  am  persuaded  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews,  rightly  understood,  that  should  deduct  any 
thing  from  the  consistent  and  persistent  testimony  of  the 
oracles  of  God  —  the  testimony  of  Moses,  and  the  Prophets, 
and  the  Apostles,  to  the  perfect  sacrificial  efficacy  of  the 
death  of  Christ  as  once  for  all  offered  upon  the  Cross. 

I  .would  gladly  (as  I  had  desired  and  intended  to  do)  enter 
somewhat  fully  into  a  discussion  of  this  subject.  But  to 
avoid  unduly  trespassing  on  your  time,  I  find  myself  obliged 
to  omit  all  arguments  but  two  —  both  of  which  may  be 
very  briefly  stated,  and  either  of  which  would  (I  think)  be 
conclusive. 

(a)  First,  then,  I  ask  you  to  observe  that  in  the  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews  not  only  is  the  Sacrifice  set  before  us  as  one, 
but  the  offering  or  oblation  is  once,  and  once  for  all.     More 
over,  the  date  of  this  once  is  (as  it  seems  to  me,  at  least) 
most  clearly  fixed.     It  belongs  to  the  Cross,  and  to  the 
Cross  alone.     It  is  identified  with  the  passion  ;   so  that  a 
second  offering  would  require  a  second  dying,  and  a  continu 
ous  oblation  could  not  be  without  a  continuous  victim  state 
of  sacrificial  suffering.1 

(b)  And  secondly,  I  must  draw  attention  to  the  teaching 
of  Hebrews  xiii.  20,  where  we  are  told  of"  the  God  of  peace, 
Who  brought  again  from  the  dead  the   Lord  Jesus,  that 
Great  Shepherd  of  the  sheep,  through  the  blood  of  the  ever- 


1  "  Ot>5'  'Iva  TTO\\O.KIS  irpo<r<f>fpr)  favrbv,  Sxrirep  o  opxiepeus  ei<repx6Tat  €t's  Ta 
&yia  TCOJ/  ayicav  Kar'  tviavrbv  eV  a'/^tart  a.\\orpi<f!."  "Opa  ir6ffa.i  at  Siatyopai  • 
rb  TroAAaKis  TOV  aVa|,  rb  eV  cuyua-ri  a\\orpi<f  rov  fv  iSiqi,  TTO\V  rb  fuiffOV  • 
avrbs  oiiv  /cal  iepevs  Kal  lepflov,  KO.\  dvffia.-  el  yap  /JLT]  TOVTO  i\v,  iro\\as  e8ei 
Ovcrias  irpoffeveyKe'ii',  iroAAo/as  IfSei  ffTavpwdrivai  (Chrysostom,  "  In  Ep.  ad 
Heb.,"  cap.  ix.,  horn,  xvii.,  Op.,  torn,  xii.,  p.  165.  Edit.  Montfaucon,  Paris, 

1755)- 
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lasting  Covenant."  The  Greek  is  literally  "in  the  blood." 
And  the  doctrine  conveyed  is  most  important.  Not  only  is 
it  true  that  it  was  in  or  through  that  precious  Blood  that 
Christ  entered  for  us  into  the  holiest,  but  it  is  in  the  efficacy 
of  the  same  Blood  that  He  was  raised  from  the  dead.  What 
does  this  mean?  Nothing,  surely,  less  than  this — that  the 
Blood  Covenant  was  made  and  ratified  before  even  Christ 
rose  from  the  dead.  He  rose  in  the  efficacy  of  His  own 
sacrifice  on  the  Cross — raised  in  His  own  Blood,  because 
that  Blood  had  availed  to  make  an  end  of  the  old  Covenant 
with  its  condemnation,  and  to  make  for  us  the  new  Covenant 
of  Peace.  He  rises  in  His  blood.  What  Blood  is  that  ?  It 
is  the  Blood  of  the  Everlasting  Covenant.  What  Covenant 
is  that  ?  It  is  the  Covenant  filled  full  of  the  promised  Bless 
ing — "Their  sins  and  iniquities  will  I  remember  no  more." 
What  follows?  Hear  the  inspired  writer's  words  which 
follow — "  Now,  where  remission  of  these  is,  there  is  no  more 
offering  for  sins"  (x.  18).  Then,  certainly,  there  can  be  no 
offering  the  sacrifice  of  His  Blood,  or  the  Blood  of  Christ's 
sacrifice  in  heaven. 

III.  We  must  pass  on,  then,  to  our  third  question  :  Is 
Christ  still  offering  sacrifices  for  sin  upon  earth  ? 

Here  we  have  to  address  ourselves  to  the  voice  from  the 
other  camp — the  voice  which  pronounces  that  the  Priest  for 
ever  in  heaven  l  must  be  ever  sacrificing  by  His  deputies 

1 "  Neque  etiam  per  sacerdotium  nostrum  Christi  sacerdotio  praejudicatur  : 
immo  per  hoc  illud  conservatur,  ut  sit  perpetuum.  Nam  oblatio  Crucis  ces- 
savit,  et  semel  oblata  est :  per  sacerdotem  autem  quotidie  Christus  se  offert 
Patri :  et  ita  se  offert  in  aeternum,  quousque  ipse  veniat,  ut  ait  Paulus  " 
(Ferrusius,  in  Theiner,  "  Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  i.,  p.  623). 

"  Christus  est  sacerdos,  ergo  offert  pro  hominibus,  ut  testatur  Paulus : 
obtulitque  in  ccena  Corpus  suum  sub  speciebus  panis  et  vini,  et  hac  ratione 
est  sacerdos  secundum  ordinem  Melchisedech,  quod  et  Sacerdotes  in  ecclesia 
ejus  vice  continuo  faciunt.  Unde  patet  Christum  in  sternum  esse  sacer 
dotem  "  (Gregorius  Sylvius,  in  Theiner,  "  Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  torn,  i.,  p.  622). 
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on  earth,  because  there  is  no1  place  for  sacrifice  above.2 
And  here  we  must  needs  add  something  to  what  has  been 
said  in  answer  to  the  other  voice. 

We  have  here  the  expression  of  the  doctrine  with  which 
our  Reformation  had  to  come  in  conflict.  It  taught  men  to 
look  to  the  power  of  the  earthly  priest  to  make  really  present 
every  day,  not  the  Body  and  Blood  only,  but  the  living 
Christ,  Body,  Soul  and  Divinity,  on  tens  of  thousands  of  so- 
called  altars,  not  only  to  be  an  object  of  worship,  but  for  the 
very  purpose  of  being  offered  to  God  the  Father  as  a  sacri 
fice  of  propitiation  for  the  living  and  the  dead  to  have  re 
mission  of  pcjena  or  culpa.  These  were  the  many  sacrifices 
of  masses,  continually  repeated  and  iterated  every  day. 
This  was  the  power  claimed  for  the  mediaeval  Priesthood. 
This  is  the  power  now  claimed  for  the  priests  of  the  Papacy. 

Pighius,  indeed,  appears  to  have  maintained:  "Christum  quidem 
seipsum  non  offerre  saepius  ;  sed  hoc  non  obstare,  quominus  per  sacerdotes 
saepius  offeratur."  But  this  view  is  contradicted  by  the  Council  of  Trent, 
which  declares:  "Una  eademque  est  hostia,  idem  nunc  ofTerens  sacer- 
dotum  ministerio  qui  seipsum  tune  in  cruce  obtulit,  sola  offerendi  ratione 
diversa"  (see  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  p.  78). 

1  Not,  of  course,  that  Romish  divines  abstained  from  speaking  of  offer 
ing  (in  the  sense  of  offering  to  view)  the  body  which  had  been  sacrificed,  and 
representing  by  His  bodily  presence  His  jngc  sacrificium  in  heaven  (see 
Cranmer,  "  On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  346,  P.S. ;  Morton,  "  On  Eucharist,"  pp. 

413,  415,  419,  421,  463,  London,  1635  5  an^  Jewel,  ii.,  pp.  719,  720,  P.S.). 
On  the  true  meaning  oijugc  sacrificium,  see  "  Romish"  Mass  and  English 
Church,"  p.  86. 

Neither,  of  course,  did  they  shrink  from  language  which  spoke  of  an 
altar  in  heaven  for  the  receiving  of  spiritual  sacrifices  (see  Morton,  "On 
Euch.,"  pp.  417-419,  463,  464;  and  Waterland,  "Distinctions  of  Sacri 
fice,"  §  xi. ;  Works,  vol.  v.,  pp.  268,  269,  Oxford,  1843  :  also  vol.  iv.,  pp. 
748-750;  Vogan's  "True  Doctrine,"  pp.  413,  414;  and  Morris,  "Sacri 
ficial  Ideas,"  pp.  18,  31,  33  ;  also  especially  Le  Brun,  "  Explic.  Lit.  Missae," 
torn,  i.,  p.  252,  Venice,  1770;  and  Peter  Damiani  in  "Mai's  Collection," 
torn,  vi.,  p.  220.  See  also  Westcott  on  Heb.,  pp.  458,  460). 

2  See  Morton,  "  On  Eucharist,"  Book  VI.,  ch.  iii.,  §§  viii.,  ixM  pp.  413, 

414,  420,  421. 
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This  is  the  sacerdotium  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  Is  any 
such  sacerdotium  as  this  claimed  by  the  Church  of  England  ? 
Is  any  such  doctrine  as  this  taught  in  our  formularies? 
To  state  the  question  is  surely  to  answer  it.  We  need  not 
stop  to  ask  of  those  who  have  been  seeking  to  find  this 
teaching — Where  is  it  ?  We  are  sure  it  is  nowhere.  Of 
course,  what  has  been  said  to  the  former  voice  is  applicable 
here  also. 

We  know  well  that  our  Church  has  rejected  and  repudiated 
the  doctrine.  And  we,  who  as  Presbyters  have  solemnly 
pledged  ourselves  so  to  minister  the  doctrine  of  Christ  as 
this  Church  and  Realm  hath  received  the  same,  may  very 
suitably  be  reminded— indeed,  it  is  very  suitable  that  in  this 
year  of  thanksgiving  (1897)  we  should  all  be  reminded — that 
sixty  years  ago  our  beloved  Queen  (may  God  bless  her  !),  be 
fore  her  Coronation,  in  the  presence  of  the  two  Houses  of 
Parliament,  made  and  signed  this  statement :  That  she  pro 
fessed,  testified,  and  declared  her  belief,  not  only  that  in  the 
Sacrament  of.the  Lord's  Supper  there  is  not  any  transubstan- 
tiation  of  the  elements,  but  also  "  that  the  invocation  or 
adoration  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  or  any  other  saint,  and  the 
sacrifice  of  the  mass,  as  they  are  now  used  in  the  Church  of 
Rome,  are  superstitious  and  idolatrous."  And  she  added 
the  words,  "  I  do  solemnly,  in  the  presence  of  God,  profess, 
testify  and  declare,  that  I  do  make  this  declaration,  and 
every  part  thereof,  in  the  plain  and  ordinary  sense  of  the 
words  read  unto  me,  as  they  are  commonly  understood  by 
English  Protestants,  without  any  evasion,  equivocation,  or 
mental  reservation  whatsoever."  This  was  on  November 
20,  1837.  (See  Maskell's  "  Mon.  Rit.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  103.) 

It  may  also  be  added  that,  up  to  recent  times,  the  very 
same  declaration  had  to  be  made  by  each  one  of  our  Bishops 
before  taking  his  seat  in  the  House  of  Lords, 


The  Doctrine  of  Sacerdotium  23 

May  I  not  in  passing  be  permitted  to  express  the  hope 
that  in  the  past  sixty  years  of  God's  merciful  dealing  with 
this  nation  the  religion  of  this  Church  and  Realm  has  not 
so  changed  that  we  shall  now,  as  a  people,  be  prepared  to 
welcome  the  novel  assertion  that  what  the  Church  of  Eng 
land  rejects  is  not  the  sacrifice  of  the  mass  as  now  received 
and  "now  used  in  the  Church  of  Rome,"  but  only  some 
parasitical  superstitions,  which  had  grown  up  in  the  dark 
ages,  and  which  the  Church  of  Rome  would  condemn  as 
strongly  as  ourselves  ? 

But  it  is  time  for  us  to  point  very  briefly  to  the  evidence 
which  shows  that  our  Church  has  deliberately,  and  of  set 
purpose,  refused  and  rejected  the  sacrificial  sacerdotium  of 
the  Romanists.  Let  me  refer  for  a  moment  only  to  two 
particulars. 

(i)  The  words  of  our  Liturgy,  "This  our  sacrifice  of 
praise,"  plainly  as  they  seem  to  express  their  own  meaning, 
had,  in  time  past,  first  of  all  been  connected  with  the  offer 
ing  of  the  material  elements,  and  subsequently  had  been 
made  to  adapt  themselves  to  mediaeval  doctrine,  or  rather 
had  been  perforce  clothed  upon  with  the  notion  of  a  pro 
pitiatory  oblation,  and  so  applied  to  what  was  believed  to  be 
present  under  the  species  of  bread  and  wine  on  the  altar  of 
sacrifice. 

In  the  Prayer-Book  of  1549,  the  words  (-with  the  addition 
of  the  word  "thanksgiving  ")  had  been  allowed  to  remain  as 
part  of  the  long  Consecration  Prayer,  in  a  position  where  it 
was  not  impossible  to  apply  them  to  the  just  consecrated 
elements  before  distribution.  Did  it  mean  nothing  that,  in 
the  review  of  1552,  by  a  breaking  up  of  this  prayer,  and 
what  some  will  call  a  dislocation  of  the  oblation,  the  words 
were  made  to  take  their  place  after  the  Communion,  when 
there  might  be — and  if  due  care  were  taken,  in  the  judgment 
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of  Bishop  Cosin  l — there  always  would  be  no  unconsumed 
elements  remaining  at  all  ?  And  does  it  mean  nothing  that 
now  the  words  may  be  altogether  omitted  at  the  discretion 
of  the  minister  who  may  prefer  to  use  an  alternative  prayer  ?  2 
(2)  Again,  in  the  revision  of  1549,  there  had  been  al 
lowed  to  remain  in  the  same  long  Consecration  Prayer, 
after  the  words  of  institution,  language  which  spoke  of 
celebrating  and  making  "  here  before  Thy  Divine  Majesty, 

1  See  Cosin's  Works,  vol.  v.,  p.  356,  A.C.L.    Dr.  Brett  rightly  declared  : 
"  The  words  ...  as  they  are  now  placed  in  the  post-communion  can  by 
no  means  be  applied  to  the  material  elements ;  for  it  is  absurd  to  pretend 
that  we  may  offer  to  God  that  which  is  not,  or  present  to  Him  that  which 
we  have  eaten  and  consumed  "  (see  "  Eucharistic  Presence,"  p.  545). 

2  It  need  hardly  be  questioned  that  the  expression,  "  this  our  sacrifice 
of  praise  and  thanksgiving,"  in  the  post-Communion  prayer,  is  simply 
intended  to  be  the  sacrifice  of  those  "  quorum  sacrificium  est  laus"  (see 
"  Some  Recent  Teachings  concerning  the  Eucharistic  Sacrifice,"  p.  18). 

Indeed,  its  language  receives  its  natural  interpretation  from  the  ex 
pressions  used  in  the  occasional  thanksgivings.  Thus  we  have,  "  We 
yield  Thee  praise  and  thanksgiving,"  in  the  one  "  for  peace  and  deliver 
ance  "  (1604),  and  in  that  for  "  restoring  public  peace  at  home"  the  same 
idea  is  conveyed  by  the  words,  "may  continually  offer  unto  Thee  our 
sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving."  There  is  little  doubt  that  this  is 
from  the  pen  of  Bishop  Wren.  It  is  slightly  altered  from  the  draft  found 
in  his  notes  (see  Bishop  Jacobson's  "  Fragmentary  Illustrations,"  p.  64  ; 
and  Tomlinson's  instructive  work  on  "  Prayer-Book,  Articles,  and 
Homilies" — Elliot  Stock — p.  197).  But  similar  language  ("We  offer 
unto  Thy  Divine  Majesty  the  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving  ")  had 
previously  been  found  in  the  second  thanksgiving,  "  for  deliverance  from 
the  plague  or  other  common  sickness,"  which  dates  from  the  Hampton 
Court  Conference,  1604  (see  Cardwell's  "  Conferences,"  p.  224). 

Compare  Cyril  Alex.,  rds  vorjras  S^ovon  nal  a.t>at/j.a,KTOvs  Bvaias  v^vous 
Kal  5o£o\oylas  ("Ad  Reg.  de  Rect.  Fid.,"  lib.  ii.,  §  2);  and  Eusebius, 
&vofj.ei>  .  .  .  Ovariav  alveffeuis  Tr\v  virep  fftaTripfas  r]/j.iav  evxapiffrtav  Si'  evffeficov 
vfj-voiv  re  Kal  etix<£v  T$  @ef  irpoffKo/j.i£ovTes  ("  Dem.  Ev.,"  lib.  i.,  pp.  39,  40, 
Paris,  1628) ;  and  Augustin,  "  Ut  ostenderet  sacrificium  novi  Testa- 
menti.  .  .  .  Immola,  inquit,  Deo  sacrificium  laudis  "  ("  De  Gratia  Nov. 
Test.,"  Ep.  CXL.,  Op.,  torn,  ii.,  c.  439.  Paris,  1679).  See  Appendix, 
Note  B. 
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with  these  Thy  holy  gifts,  the  memorial  which  Thy  Son 
hath  willed  us  to  make  " — words  quite  capable,  indeed,  of 
a  sound  sense,  but  capable  also  of  conveying  to  the  minds 
of  those  who  knew  not  how  to  distinguish,  the  notion,  not 
only  of  the  remembrance  of  a  sacrifice,  but  of  a  remembrance 
to  be  offered  in  some  sense  as  a  quasi-sacrifice  to  God. 
Did  it  mean  nothing  that,  in  1552,  these  words  were  elimi 
nated  from  the  service  ? 

These  matters,  and  such  like  which  might  be  added,  may 
no  doubt  be  said  to  be  little  things.  But  little  things,  and 
light  things,  when  all  are  seen  moving  in  one  direction,  can 
indicate  very  clearly  the  way  the  wind  is  blowing.  And  it 
is  not  altogether  a  small  matter,  nor  a  light  thing,  that  at 
the  last  review,  when  the  need  of  such  excessive  caution 
might  seem  to  have  passed  away,  and  some  pressure  cer 
tainly  was  brought  to  bear  on  the  revisers  to  reverse  these 
changes  and  revert  to  the  old  form,  the  design  was  check 
mated,  and  we  have  the  entry  in  Bancroft's  handwriting, 
"  My  Lords  the  Bishops  at  Ely  House  ordered  all  in  the  old 
method."  (See  "Vox  Liturgiaa  Anglicanae,"  p.  41.) 

It  may,  indeed,  very  well  be  allowed,  and  even  strongly 
insisted  on,  that  we  have  no  right  to  gather  a  sense  of  our 
own  from  historical  investigations,  and  then  read  it  into  the 
language  of  our  formularies.  But  it  is  quite  a  different  thing, 
when  theological  bias  would  force  an  unnatural  interpreta 
tion  of  its  own  into  our  services,  to  call  in  the  witness  of 
history  to  testify  that  care  had  been  taken,  deliberately  and 
designedly,  to  exclude  such  an  interpretation. 

If  time  permitted,  it  would  be  easy  to  add  the  evidence — 
made  up,  indeed,  very  much  of  little  things  and  light 
things — which,  I  must  venture  to  say,  makes  as  clear  as 
the  day  the  evident  design  of  the  revision  of  1552  to  reject 
the  teaching  of  anything  like  the  Real  Objective  or  Corporal 
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Presence  of  Christ  under  the  form  of  the  elements.  (See 
"Vox  Liturgise  Anglicanae,"  ch.  ii.,  specially  pp.  20-33.) 
And  I  need  not  say  that  this  would  have  a  very  material 
bearing  on  the  matter  before  us,  seeing  that  the  very  Pre 
sence  of  the  Living  Christ  on  the  visible  altar,  and  the 
action  of  the  priest  in  some  way  (there  is  no  agreement  as 
to  in  -what  way)  on  the  very  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  is  of 
the  very  essence — is  acknowledged  to  be  the  very  life — of  the 
sacrifice  of  the  mass.1 

But,  though  time  presses,  I  must  not  omit  to  allude  to  one 
other  thing,  because  it  is  not  a  light  thing.  Nay,  I  am  sure 
it  ought  to  be  acknowledged  to  be  a  great  thing — a  weighty 
matter  indeed — a  matter  of  supreme  importance. 

In  that  same  prayer  to  which  I  have  alluded,  while  it  was 
shortened  by  the  excisions  I  have  mentioned,  we  find  now 
an  addition,  and  a  very  significant  addition.  It  was  made 

1  It  may  indeed  be  said,  and  truly  said,  that  in  the  view  propounded 
by  Vasquez  (which  Prof.  Perrone  regards  as  more  free  from  difficulties 
than  other  views,  and  more  easily  reconciled  with  the  sayings  of  the 
Fathers)  there  is  nothing  more  than  a  commemoration,  with  the  Real 
Presence  added.  But  then  this  Real  Presence  is  regarded  as  making  all 
the  difference  between  a  figure  or  image  of  a  sacrifice  and  a  true  (though 
only  commemorative,  not  absolute)  sacrifice  (see  Perrone,  "  Praelect. 
Theol.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  222,  §§  247-250). 

On  the  strange  and  significant  diversity  of  opinion  among  the  Romish 
doctors  as  to  the  act  wherein  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  consists,  see 
"  Romish  Mass  and  English  Church,"  pp.  75-78  ;  and  Perrone,  "  Praelect. 
Theol.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  338,  §  291. 

On  the  minimizing  views  of  the  followers  of  Vasquez,  see  "  Missarum 
Sacrificia,"  pp.  233-235  ;  and  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  120-125.  Perrone, 
if  I  understand  him  aright,  regards  the  doctrine  of  Vasquez,  as  brought 
down,  qua  sacrifice,  to  the  level  of  the  Protestant  view.  He  speaks  of  it 
as  one  of  its  recommendations:  "  Quia  Protestantes,  ea  [via]  semel  con- 
stituta,  nihil  amplius  habent,  quo  a  doctrina  Catholica  circa  hunc  articulum 
admittenda  retrahantur."  Beyond  the  Real  Presence,  there  is  only  "  re- 
praesentatio  Sacrificii  crucis,  quam  nee  ipsi  adversarii  inficiari  possunt 
inesse  in  Eucharistiae  celebratione"  (p.  222,  §  250). 
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in  1549.  It  is  the  addition  of  the  words,  "  Who,  by  the  one 
oblation  of  Himself  once  offered,  made  a  full,  perfect,  and 
sufficient  sacrifice,  oblation,  and  satisfaction  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world."  Why  was  this  insertion  made  ?  Mark 
the  force  of  the  "one"  and  the  "once" — not  "one"  sacri 
fice  only,  but  "  once  "  only  offered.  And  mark  the  effect  as 
stated  of  that  one  oblation.  It  is  the  perfection  of  all  that 
a  propitiatory  sacrifice  could  do.1  As  the  payment  of  a 
ransom  price  once  paid  is  simply  paid,  and  just  because 
simply  paid  could  not  be  more  perfectly  paid  if  the  payment 
were  repeated  a  thousand  times,  so  the  once  offering  of  the 
One  Sacrifice  has  perfected  the  work  of  sacrificing  for  ever. 
Can  we  fail  to  see  the  bearing  of  this  on  the  efficacy  which 
mediaeval  theology  had  fastened  on  the  mass-sacrifice  ?  If 
we  do,  we  have  but  to  turn  to  our  Thirty-first  Article  to  see 
how  our  Church  understands  its  bearing  upon  them.  Let 
the  teaching  of  the  Article  be  set  beside  this  insertion  in  our 
Liturgy,  and  then  say — Can  we  need  any  other  teaching  to 
interpret  for  us  those  minor  changes  which  (light  matters 
though  they  may  be,  when  each  is  looked  at  alone)  tend  to 
assure  us  that  the  Church  of  England  allows  no  teaching  of 
any  real  sacrifice  for  sin  save  the  one  perfect  atoning  sacri 
fice  of  the  Son  of  God  upon  the  Cross  ? 

Is  our  Eucharistic  Service,  then,  a  bare  commemoration 
for  the  faithful  of  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Cross? 

1  Canon  Estcourt  has  argued  that  the  substitution  of  these  words  for 
"  Hanc  oblationem  servitutis  nostrae  placatus  accipias"  must  mean  that 
the  Eucharistic  sacrifice  is  a  bare  commemoration  of  Christ's  death,  and 
not  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  (see  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  p.  15).  Gardiner 
himself  had  conceded  (see  Cranmer,  "  On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  384,  P.S.) 
that  Christ's  offering  on  the  Cross  "  is  now  only  remembered  according  to 
Christ's  institution."  But  then  he  added,  "  In  such  wise  as  the  same 
Body  is  offered  daily  on  the  altar  that  was  once  offered  on  the  altar  of  the 
Cross  "  (ibid.,  p.  364),  which  makes  all  the  difference  between  a  "  nuda 
commemoratio  "  and  a  true  sacrifice  (see  above,  p.  xxix). 
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This  question  is  not  to  be  dealt  with  lightly.  From  our 
point  of  view  it  must  be  answered  truly  and  decidedly  that 
it  is  assuredly  no  bare  commemoration.1  God  forbid  that 
we  should  think  or  say  that  the  Sacramental  signs  are  bare 
signs  of  the  THINGS  which  they  signify,  and  whose  names 
they  Divinely,  bear,  to  our  souls  !  Our  Eucharist  can  surely 
never  be  without  faith's  real  apprehension  of  the  benefits  of 
Christ's  passion.  It  is  a  real  feeding  upon  the  sacrifice  of  the 
Death  of  Christ.  It  is  accompanied  by  the  offering  of  the 
calves  of  our  lips,  and  clothed  upon  with  the  sacrifice  of 
praise,  and  followed  up  with  the  offering  of  ourselves  as  a 
reasonable,  holy,  and  lively  sacrifice  unto  God. 

But  the  question  should  be  answered  honestly  also,  and 
without  evasion  or  equivocation.  When  the  question  is 
answered  as  to  our  opponents,  it  must  be  declared  plainly 
that,  in  their  sense,  it  is  a  bare  commemoration.  We  must 
acknowledge  the  charge  they  bring  against  us.  Our  doc 
trine  of  the  Eucharistic  Sacrifice  is  just  what  they  mean  by 
a  nuda  commemoratio — and  from  the  standpoint  of  Rome's 
doctrine,  it  ought  to  be  condemned  as  heresy  (see  "  Danger 
ous  Deceits,"  p.  76). 

If  this  is  to  be  pronounced  an  overbold  statement,  I  will 
appeal  in  its  defence  to  the  saying  of  one  who  has  recently 
been  summoned,  as  a  representative  divine  of  the  English 
Church,  to  bear  witness  to  our  doctrine  of  the  Sacrifice,  and 
to  discredit  the  assertions  of  Pope  Leo.  (Puller's  "  Bull  Ap. 
Cures,"  p.  51,  S.P.C.K.)  It  is  Dean  Field  who  shall  be  my 
witness.  He  it  is  who  declares  that  "  the  best  and  worthiest 
among  the  guides  of  God's  Church,  before  Luther's  time, 
taught,  as  we  do,  that  the  sacrifice  of  the  altar  is  only  the 
sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving,  and  a  mere  representa 
tion  and  commemoration  of  the  Sacrifice  once  offered  on  the 

JSee  especially  Archbishop  Bramhall,  Works,  vol.  v,,  p.  221,  A.C.L. 
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Cross." !  ("  Of  the  Church,"  vol.  ii.,  p.  94,  E.H.S.  See  also 
Bramhall,  as  quoted  in  "  Missarum  Sacrificia,"  pp.  154,  155  ; 
and  Cosin's  Works,  vol.  v.,  p.  353,  A.C.L.) 

You  may  look  at  the  Eucharistic  formularies  (if  such  they 
may  be  called)  of  the  Scotch  Presbyterians,  of  the  English 
Puritans,  of  the  Genevan  Calvinists — yes,  and  of  the  so- 
called  Swiss  Zwinglians  also,  and  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  you  will  find  in  any  of  them  *  clearer  indications 

3  In  this  Dean  Field  is  but  following  in  the  steps  of  Archbishop  Cranmer, 
who  declared  that  we  make  no  sacrifice  of  Christ,  "  but  only  a  commemora 
tion  and  remembrance  of  that  sacrifice  which  He  alone  made,  and  never 
none  but  He"  ("On  Lord's  Supper,"  P.S.,  p.  352);  and,  again,  "His 
sacrifice  was  death,  ours  is  but  a  remembrance  thereof"  (ibid.,  p.  359). 

And  so  Ridley  had  said,  "  as  though  our  unbloody  sacrifice  of  the 
Church  were  any  other  than  the  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving,  than 
a  commemoration,  a  showing  forth,  and  a  sacramental  representation  of 
that  one  bloody  sacrifice  offered  up  once  for  all"  (Works,  p.  211,  P.S.). 
See  also  "Vox  Liturgias  Anglicanae,"  p.  13. 

1  might  add  the  testimony  of  Haddon,  who,  after  quoting  the  Triden- 
tine  anathema  against  those  who  hold  a  nuda  commemoratio,  writes  thus : 
"  Si  anathemate  feriendus  sit,  quisquis  ita  dixerit :  certe  dixerunt  omnes 
hi,  quos  modo  recensui,  antiquissimas  notae  theologi.     [Epiphanius,  Ter- 
tullian,  Irenaeus,  Augustine,  Eusebius,  Hieronymus,  Chrysostom,  Gregory 
Nazian.]  .  .  .  Christus  certe,  Paulusque  Apostolus,  praster  solam  commemo- 
rationem,  mortisque  dominicae  annunciationem,  nihil  in  hac  celebratione 
exigunt,  nee  alium  hujus  sacramenti  finem  statuere  videntur  .  .  .  Quaeso 
te,  lector  Christiane,  his  Christi  verbis  et  Apostoli,  ecquid  audis  aliud, 
quam  solam  dominicas  mortis  annunciationem  ?  "  ("  Contra  Hier.  Osorium," 
fo.  364,  London,   1577).     "  Isti  contra,  haereticum  esse  clamitant,  si  quis 
Missae  sacrificium  nudam  esse  commemorationem  sacrificii  in  cruce  peracti 
dixerit"  (ibid.,  fo.  368). 

In  like  manner  Bishop  Hall,  after  quoting  testimonies  from  Augustine, 
Ambrose,  Chrysostom.  Emissenus,  and  Lombard,  declares  :  "  This  is  the 
language  and  meaning  of  antiquity,  the  very  same  which  the  Tridentine 
Synod  condemneth  in  us — '  If  any  man  shall  say  that  the  sacrifice  of  the 
Mass  is  only  a  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving,  or  a  bare  commemora 
tion  of  the  sacrifice  offered  upon  the  Cross,  let  him  be  accursed  '  "  ("  The 
Old  Religion,"  ch.  v.,  §  i  ;  Works,  vol.  ix.,  p.  258.  London,  1808). 

2  Except,  perhaps,  in  the  long  statement  (which  may  be  compared  with 
our  Black  Rubric)  which  follows  at  the  end  of  the  Genevan  Directory  (see 
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than  are  to  be  seen  in  our  Prayer-Book  of  the  distinct  re 
jection  of  all  that  makes  or  can  make  the  service  more  than 
a  mere  or  bare  commemoration  in  the  sense  of  the  Romish 
Church,  and  of  the  steadfast  purpose,  to  lift  on  high  and 
keep  on  high  that  doctrine  of  the  one  perfect  Sacrifice  once  for 
all  perfectly  offered,  which  makes  all  other  sacrifices  for  sin 
not  superfluous  merely  but  blasphemous  fables  and  danger 
ous  deceits.1 

And  are  we  to  be  asked  now — What  can  justify  the 
Church  of  England  in  dealing  thus  with  her  Eucharistic 
Service  ?  Surely,  in  such  an  assembly  as  this,  I  need  not 
weary  my  audience  by  calling  up  one  witness  after  another 
from  the  oracles  of  God  to  testify  to  the  "One,"  and  the 
"  Once "  of  that  perfect  sacrifice  of  the  One  Great  High 
Priest,  whereby  He  hath  perfected  for  ever  them  that  are 
sanctified,  and  left  no  room  for  any  other  offering  for  sin. 

But  before  I  go  further,  I  ought  here  to  turn  aside  for  a 
moment  to  meet  an  objection. 

The  Roman  advocate  will  say,  "  But  we,  too,  hold  and 
teach  as  well  as  you  the  oneness  and  the  perfection  of  the 
Sacrifice  of  the  Cross."  I  reply — I  know  you  do,  and  I 
gladly  acknowledge  it.  You  have  been  defamed  by  any 
who  have  seemed  to  deny  it.^  But  what  efficacy  soever 

Daniel's  "  Codex  Liturgicus,"  torn,  iii.,  pp.  162,  163;  see  also  Asseman, 
"  Cod.  Lit.,"  lib.  iv.,  pars  iii.,  torn,  vi.,  App.  Diss.,  especially  pp.  xv,  xvi, 
xxiii,  xxxi,  xxxiv,  xxxv). 

1  So  Whitgift  declared  :  "  This  I  dare  boldly  affirm,  that  all  points  of 
religion  necessary  to  salvation,  and  touching  either  the  mystery  of  our  re 
demption  in  Christ,  or  the  right  use  of  the  Sacraments,  and  true  manner 
of  worshipping  God,  are  as  purely  or  perfectly  taught,  and  by  public  au 
thority  established,  in  this  Church  of  England  at  this  day  as  ever  they  were 
in  any  Church  sithence  the  Apostles'  time,  or  now  be  in  any  reformed 
Church  in  the  world"  (Whitgift,  Works,  vol.  i.,  p.  3,  P.S.). 

2  The  acknowledgment  of  the  truth  of  such  a  statement,  however, 
does  not  necessarily  mean  the  exalting  it  into  the  unique  position  which 
it  must  rightly  claim  for  itself,  if  acknowledged. 
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you  attribute  to  the  Mass  as  a  sacrifice  for  sin  cannot  but  be 
a  deduction  of  so  much  from  the  perfect  efficacy  of  the  sacri 
fice  once  for  all  offered  by  Christ.  You  insist  that  the  Mass 
is  the  same  sacrifice,  only  differing  in  the  manner  of  offer 
ing.  But  a  perfect  sacrifice  perfectly  offered  needs  and 
admits  of  no  real  offering  again,  whether  in  the  same  or  in 
any  other  manner.  "  Nay,"  but  I  know  you  will  say,  "  there, 
again,  you  do  us  a  great  wrong  ;  we  do  not  teach  nor  hold 
a  repetition  or  iteration  of  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Cross."  And 
again  I  answer,  I  know  that,  in  the  unexplained  meaning  of 
the  words,  you  disallow  all  such  teaching.1  I  know  that 
your  English  champion,  in  the  time  of  the  Reformation, 
declared  such  a  doctrine  would  be  blasphemy  (see  Gardiner 
in  "  Cranmer  on  Lord's  Supper,"  pp.  344,  360,  P.S.) ;  and 
I  have  read  the  words  of  your  Jesuit,  Ribera,  "  Never  any 

In  the  Prayer-Book  of  the  Church  of  England,  its  light  is  set  on  high 
so  to  shine  on  all  around,  that  error  is  made  to  flee  before  it.  In  the 
teaching  of  the  Roman  Church,  it  is  rather  made  to  hide  its  light,  that 
error  may  dwell  beside  it. 

A  striking  illustration  of  this  may  be  found  in  the  history  of  the 
Homily,  "  On  the  Misery  of  Man."  This  Homily  was  from  the  pen 
of  Bishop  Bonner,  and  was  reprinted  by  him,  as  his  own,  in  the  reign 
of  Mary. 

In  what  we  may  call  Cranmer's  original  edition  of  1542,  we  have  the 
words :  "  He  is  that  high  and  everlasting  Priest,  which  hath  offered  Him 
self  once  for  all  upon  the  altar  of  the  Cross,  and  with  that  one  oblation 
hath  made  perfect  for  evermore  them  that  are  sanctijfed.  He  is  the  alone 
Mediator  between  God  and  man"  (see  Griffiths'  Edition  of  "Homilies," 
p.  22,  Oxford,  1859). 

But  how  did  Bonner  deal  with  this  statement  in  his  own  edition  of 
I555  ?  He  not  only  omitted  the  "only  "  before  Mediator,  but  he  inserted 
the  words  "  offered  Himself  to  God  when  He  instituted  the  Sacrament  of 
the  Altar,  and  once  for  all  in  a  bloody  sacrifice  done  upon  the  Cross  " 
(see  Church  Intelligencer,  March,  1894). 

1  See  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  p.  93 ;  and  Bellarmine,  "  De  Missa,"  lib. 
ii.,  cap.  iv.,  c.  1045.  Ingolst.,  1601 ;  also  Morton's  "Catholic  Appeal," 
p.  180. 
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Catholic  said  so"  ("  Euch.  Presence,"  p.  550).  But  yet  I 
find  that  two  among  your  eminent  divines  not  long  before 
had  affirmed  "  Quod  in  Cruce  semel  peractum  est,  in  sacri- 
ficio  missae  saepe  per  mysterium  repetitur  "  (see  "  Dangerous 
Deceits,"  p.  28).  I  know  that  the  Goliath  among  your  con 
troversialists  has  professed  that  such  teaching  would  seem 
to  be  sacrilege  instead  of  sacrifice  (Bellarmine,  "  De  Missa," 
c.  1041.  Ed.  1601.)  Yet  I  find  that  another  eminent 
cardinal  had  not  so  long  before  told  us  of  "  admirabili  modo 
repetitam  passionem  "  ("Dangerous  Deceits,"  p.  91),  and 
had  spoken  of  the  relation  of  the  Mass  to  the  Cross  in  these 
words,  "  Eadem  mactatione  admirabiliter  repetita "  (ibid.). 
Nay,  he  had  said,  "  Inscrutabili  modo,  vere  quoque  ac 
realiter  geri,  ita  ut  non  sit  falsum  dicere,  Christum  mori, 
occidi,  immolari,  animam  deponere,  frangi,  et  pati  multa 
...  in  sacramento,  quae  noluit  pati  in  Cruce  "  (ibid.,  pp. 
123,  124).  Again  I  find  another  among  your  eminent  con 
troversialists  had  declared,  "  Repetitur  una  ilia  Christi  hostia, 
sed  non  ut  Levitica"  (Lindanus,  "  Panoplia  Evangelica," 
p.  297.  Ed.  1575.  See  "  Romish  Mass,"  p.  20).  And  so 
Muratori  says  :  "  Neque  Sacrificium  hoc  aliud  est  a  Crucis 
sacrificio,  immo  ipsummet  ex  ejusdem  Christi  jussione  a 
nobis  repetitum  in  memoriam  ejus  "  ("  Liturgia  Romana," 
torn,  i.,  c.  209.  Venice,  1748). 

What  need  to  multiply  such  quotations  ?  I  turn  to  one 
of  your  recent  periodicals.  And  I  find  in  the  April  number 
of  the  Month  for  the  present  year  a  very  able  article  dealing 
with  the  letter  of  our  Archbishops,  in  which  the  writer, 
quoting  the  language  of  that  letter,  writes:  "  Repetition  of 
the  Sacrifice  of  the  Cross  is  not  exactly  our  phrase  "  (p.  356). 
I  turn  to  the  very  next  article — an  article  which  we  are  in 
formed  was  "  in  type  before  the  Archiepiscopal  pronounce 
ment  " — and  there  I  find  it  declared  of  "  the  doctrine  of  the 
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'  Mass '  in  the  honest,  straightforward  sense,"  that  "  it 
means  the  doctrine  of  a  real  and  absolute  sacrifice  and  self- 
tradition  on  the  part  of  Christ  in  some  sense  truly  '  separate 
from,  or  additional  to,  or  repetitory  of  the  One  Sacrifice  on 
the  Cross,'  although  representatively  it  is  the  same  "  (pp. 
362,  363).* 

Nevertheless,  let  it  be  admitted  that  some  of  these  ex 
amples  are  exceptional,  and  that  (except  in  a  sense  which 
admits  of  its  reality  being  somehow  explained  away)  the 
teaching  of  the  repetition  or  iteration  of  the  sacrifice  of  the 
cross  is  not,  and  never  has  been,  the  doctrine  of  your  Church 
(see  Morton's  "  Catholic  Appeal,"  p.  10.  London,  1610). 

Continuation  and  renewal  of  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Cross  you 
do  acknowledge  and  allow.'2  Repetition  of  that  sacrifice — 
as  we  should  understand  the  words — has  often  been  in  your 
name  disallowed  and  disclaimed.3  Yet  the  often  offering  (in 
another  manner)  is  not  denied.  But  the  argument  of  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  assumes  and  takes  for  granted  "  that 
no  sacrifices  or  sacrifice,  of  what  kind  soever,  which  is  often 
offered  can  be  perfect,  or  sufficient  to  take  away  sins"  (see 

1  Moreover,  in  the  April  number  of  the  Dublin  Review,  I   find  the 
teaching  highly  commended,  which  "shows  how  in  the  Mass  are  renewed 
.  .  .  the  passion  and  death  of  our  Lord ;  how  the  Mass  is  ...  the  most 
efficacious   sacrifice   of  propitiation,    most   complete   sacrifice    for  sin " 
(p.  445).     In  the  Council  of  Trent  it  was  argued  "  Christus  aliquo  modo 
moritur,  et  a  sacerdote  mactatur  "  (Theiner,  "Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  torn,  ii., 
p.  89.     See  also  p.  64). 

2  See  Mosheim,  vol.   iv.,  p.   509.      Trent  Cat.  Ixxvii.  (p.  292),  Ixxxii. 
(p.  294). 

3  "  Neque  fit  repetitio,  quia  eadem  oblatio  est  et  eadem  res  oblata.     Ilia 
enim  Crucis  perpetuo  continuatur  et  perseverat ;    non  igitur  repetitur  " 
(Miranda  in  Theiner,  "Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  i.,  p.  633).     Yet  Bellarmine 
writes:     "Videmus    Apostolum    non    excludere    quamlibet    iterationem 
oblationis  Christi,  sed  earn  solam,  quae  mortem  ipsius  requirit"   ("  De 
Missa,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  xxv.     "  De  Controv.,"  torn,  iii.,  c.  1030.     Ed.  1601). 
See  Cassander,  Op.,  p.  1000.     Paris,  1616. 
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Dean  Jackson's   Works,   vol.    ix.,    pp.    584,    585.      Oxford, 

1844). 

But  I  do  not  think  you  will  deny  that  you  have  allowed, 
and  do  allow,  the  multiplicity  and  iteration  of  Masses,  and 
the  teaching  that  each  relative  Mass-sacrifice  as  offered  by 
your  sacerdotium  has  a  propitiatory  efficacy  of  its  own, 
dependent  upon,  or  connected  with,  the  Real  Presence  of 
Christ  there  offered  upon  the  altar,  however  derived  from  the 
sacrifice  of  the  Cross.1  And  this  it  is  which  our  Church  has 
rejected  as  a  dishonour  to  the  glory  of  Christ's  finished  work. 
And  it  was  just  for  the  rejection  of  this  that  our  martyred 
Reformers  were  burnt  at  the  stake.  And  it  was  just  for  a 
most  solemn  witness  against  this  that  in  our  most  sacred 
Eucharistic  service,  and  the  most  sacred  part  of  it,  we  make 
such  solemn  mention  of  the  one  oblation  once  offered, 
in  which  was  made  a  full,  perfect,  and  sufficient  sacrifice, 
oblation  and  satisfaction  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. 

But  I  have  not  quite  done  yet.  I  must  for  one  brief 
moment  ask  some  special  attention  to  the  history  of  our 
English  Ordinal. 

And  I  am  not  going  to  dwell  on  the  omissions  with  which 
most  of  us  are  doubtless  familiar — such  as  the  blessing  of 
the  hands  of  the  ordained — "ad  consecrandas  hostias,  quae 
pro  delictis  atque  negligentiis  populi  offeruntur";  and  the 
charge  given  with  the  porrection  of  the  paten  and  chalice — 
"Accipe  potestatem  offerre  sacrificium  Deo,  missamque 
celebrare  tarn  pro  vivis  quam  pro  defunctis  ;  "  2  and  the  final 
benediction,  "  Ut  sitis  benedicti  in  ordine  sacerdotali,  et 
offeratis  placabiles  hostias  pro  peccatis  atque  offensionibus 
populi  omnipotenti  Deo." 

JSee  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  72,  78,  79,  81-83,  86;  and  "  Missarum 
Sacrificii,"  pp.  232,  240. 

2  This  formula  and  the  accompanying  porrectio  instrumentorutn  are  not 
found  in  any  services  of  early  date.  (See  Appendix,  Note  C.) 
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These,  indeed,  are  not  insignificant  omissions.  And  what 
these  omissions  signify,  I  am  sure  I  need  not  stop  to  indicate. 

But  let  the  exhortation  l  addressed  in  our  ordinal  to  those 
about  to  be  ordained  priests  as  called  to  be  messengers, 
watchmen,  and  stewards  of  the  Lord,  be  compared  with  the 
admonition  which  is  found  at  the  beginning  of  the  Sarum 
Pontifical,  and  the  comparison  will  be  found  to  be  very 
instructive.  In  this  admonition  the  order  of  priesthood 
is  called  the  order  of  presbyters  (not  sacerdotes),  and  the 
order  is  said  to  have  had  its  beginning  in  the  Old  Testament 
from  the  sons  of  Aaron  (see  Maskell,  "  Mon.  Ritualia,"  vol. 
iii.,  p.  233).  And  of  bishops  and  presbyters  alike  it  is  said 
that  "  vicem  gerunt  summi  pontificis  "  (p.  234).  Of  presby 
ters  it  is  declared,  "  Accipiunt  calicem  cum  vino,  et  patenam 
cum  hostiis,  de  manu  episcopi,  quatenus  his  instrumentis 
potestatem  se  accepisse  agnoscant  placabiles  Deo  hostias 
offerendi.2  Ad  ipsos  namque  pertinet,  sacramentum  corporis 
et  sanguinis  Domini  in  altare  Dei  conficere,  orationes  dicere, 
et  benedicere  dona  Dei."  It  is  added  that  it  was  by  the 
same  office  that  Christ  changed  bread  and  wine  at  the  Last 
Supper  into  His  body  and  blood,  and  in  fulfilment  of  the 
same  office  that  He  offered  Himself  to  God  the  Father  on 
the  cross  for  the  sins  of  the  human  race  (see  P.  Lombard, 
"Sent.,"  Lib.  iv.,  dist.  xxiv.,  lit.  i.,  fol.  348.  Paris,  1558). 

1  must  not  stop  to  dwell  upon  the  contrast.     It  is  highly 

JThis  exhortation  was  new,  and  apparently  borrowed  from  Bucer. 
(See  Appendix,  Note  D.) 

2  These  words  are  taken  from  P.  Lombard  '(lib.  iv.,  dist.  24),  from  whom 
they  were  doubtless  taken  also  by  Innocent  III.  ("  Myst.  Missae,"  lib.  i.,  cap. 
ix.,  Op.,  torn,  i.,  p.  322.     Col.,  1575),  and  by  Durandus  ("  Rat.,"  lib.  ii., 
cap.  x.,  §  ii,  p.  94.     Neap.,  1859).     They  had  been  previously  used  by 
Hugo  a  S.  Viet.  ("  De  Sacram,"  lib.  ii.,  par.  iii.,  ch.  xii.,  Op.,  torn,  iii.,  fo. 
280.     Venice,  1588).     It  should  be  observed  that  there  is  no  teaching  here 
of  this  ceremony  as  the  materia  of  the  sacrament,  or  as  imprinting  the 
character. 
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instructive,  but  the  instruction  is  plain,  the  teaching  is  ob 
vious.  Is  there  no  explanation  here  of  the  omission  since 
1552  of  the  porrectio  instrumentorum  from  our  ordinal  ? 
Why  is  there  nothing  now  of  any  of  this  sacerdotal  doctrine 
in  our  ordination  service  ? l  Surely  in  that  long  exhortation 
it  should  find  a  place,  if  it  had  any  place  at  all  in  the  teach 
ing  of  our  Church.  But  not  a  word  nor  a  whisper  is  there 
of  any  sacrificial  function.  And  is  it  possible  to  question  the 
design  with  which  every  trace  of  what,  in  Rome's  view,  is 
the  sacerdotium  of  our  ministry  has  been  ejected  and  elimi 
nated  from  the  service  ?  2 

And  to  turn  for  a  moment  to  the  justification  of  these 
omissions.  Surely  we  may  say  the  doctrine  of  this  sacrificial 
sacerdotium  should  also  find  some  place  in  the  pastoral 
Epistles  of  the  New  Testament,  if  it  had  any  place  in  the 
teaching  of  St.  Paul. 

1  Those  who  have  given  any  careful  attention  to  the  subject  will  know 
that  the  argument  in  the  text  might  be  materially  added  to  by  the  com 
parison  of  our  service  for  "  the  consecration  of  bishops  "  with  the  mediaeval 
"  Consecratio  Electi  in  Episcopum"  (see  Maskell's  "  Mon.  Rit.,"  vol.  iii., 
p.  241,  sqq.).     Not  only  do  we  look  in  vain  for  anything  corresponding 
with   the  prayer,  "  Propitiare,  Domine,   supplicationibus   nostris,  et   in- 
clinato  super  hunc  famulurn  tuum  cornu  gratiae  sacerdotalis,  benedictionis 
tuae  in  eum  effunde  virtutem  "  (Maskell,  p.  260),  and  for  any  such  ex 
pressions  as  "  pontificalem   gloriam,"  "  summi  sacerdotii   ministerium," 
and  "in  sacerdote  tuo  ministerii  tui  summam  "  (p.  261),  but  the  prayer, 
which  follows  the  Veni  Creator,  and  precedes  the  laying  on  of  hands, 
while  it  is  evidently  suggested  by  the  Preface  commencing  "  Hoc,  Domine, 
copiose"  (Maskell,  pp.  264,  265),  omits  all  that  might  have  a  suspiciously 
sacerdotal  sound.     And  the  further  important  omissions  (see  especially 
pp.  272,  274,  278,  279)  all  testify  to  the  same  evident  design.     The  de 
livery  of  the  pastoral  staff,  retained  in  1549,  was  omitted  in  1552. 

As  regards  the  intention  of  the  Church  of  England,  the  cumulative 
weight  of  this  evidence  ought  surely  to  be  felt  and  acknowledged  as 
carrying  with  it  an  irresistible  force. 

2  The  contrast  between  the  Old  Ordinal  and  the  New  cannot  fail  to 
indicate  the  intention  of  the  New.     (See  Appendix,  Note  E.) 
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Hear  the  words  of  Bishop  Latimer:  "Paul  wrote  two 
Epistles  to  Timothy  and  one  to  Titus,  two  clergymen.  He 
made  also  a  long  sermon  ad  clerum,  but  not  one  word  of  this 
mass-sacrifice,  which  could  not  have  been  done,  if  there  had 
been  such  a  one,  and  so  highly  to  be  esteemed  "  (Ridley's 
Works,  p.  112,  P.S.).  But  let  me  quote  a  few  words  from 
Bishop  Lightfoot :  "The  Apostle,"  he  says,  "discusses  at 
length  the  requirements,  the  responsibilities,  the  sanctions  of 
the  ministerial  office.  .  .  .  How  then,  it  may  be  asked,  are 
the  sacerdotal  functions,  the  sacerdotal  privileges,  of  the  office 
wholly  set  aside  ?  If  these  claims  were  recognised  by  him  at 
all,  they  must  necessarily  have  taken  a  foremost  place."  He 
adds:  "The  same  argument1  again  applies  with  not  less 
force  to  those  passages  in  the  Epistles  to  the  Corinthians 
where  St.  Paul  asserts  his  Apostolic  authority  against  his 
detractors"  ("On  Philipp.,"  p.  244). 2 

1  The   same   argument   applies  also  with    considerable   force   to   the 
writings  of  the  Apostolic  Fathers.     Bishop  Lightfoot  has  said  :  "  There 
is  not  throughout  these  letters  [of  Ignatius]  the  slightest  tinge  of  sacer 
dotal  language  in  reference  to  the  Christian  ministry.     The  only  passage 
in  which  a  priest  or  high-priest  is  mentioned  at  all  is  Philad.  g  :  '  The 
priests  likewise  are  good,  but  the  high-priest  is  better,  even  He  to  whom 
is  entrusted  the  Holy  of  holies,  who  alone  hath  been  entrusted  with  the 
hidden  things  of  God,  being  Himself  the  door  of  the  Father,'  etc.     Here 
a  careless  exegesis  has  referred  the  priests  to  the  Christian  ministry ;  but 
the  whole  context  resists  this  reference.     The  writer  is  contrasting  the 
old  dispensation  with  the  new.     He  allows  the  worth  of  the  former,  but 
he  claims  a  superiority  for  the  latter.     Plainly,  therefore,  by  the  '  priests  ' 
here  is  meant  the  Levitical  priesthood,  the  mediators  of  the  Old  Covenant, 
while  the  high-priest  is  Christ,  the   Mediator  of  the  New "  (Lightfoot's 
•'  Apostolic  Fathers,"  vol.  i.,  pp.  381,  382). 

2  This  silence  is  absolutely  unaccountable  on  the  theory  of  a  Christian 
ministry  endued  with  a  sacrificial  sacerdotium  such  as  belongs  to  the 
Romish  system.     Cardinal  Newman  wrote  :    "  Surely  it  is  too  momentous, 
too  awful  a   gift,  to  be   transmitted  in  silence.     It  constitutes   a  new 
religion.     It  is  the  formal  cause,  the  constituting  rite,  of  the  Catholic 
Church :  where  it  is  not,  there  is   no  Church "   (Preface   to   Hutton's 
"  Anglican  Ministry,"  p.  xii). 
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And  now  for  the  result.  What  does  all  this  tell  us  con 
cerning  the  intention  of  our  Church  in  conferring  her  sacred 
orders  ?  Why,  if  it  tells  plainly  anything,  it  surely  tells 
quite  plainly  this :  that  our  Reformed  Church  has  no  in 
tention  whatever  of  conferring  on  her  ministers  any  sacer- 
dotium  in  the  sense  of  a  sacrificing  priesthood  as  taught  by 
the  Church  of  Rome. 

//  such  an  intention  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  our 
orders,  then  there  certainly  has  been  NO  VALIDLY  ORDAINED 
PRIEST  IN  THE  CHURCH  OF  ENGLAND  for  more  than  three 
hundred  years. 

It  will  hardly1  be  contended  that  the  succession  of  our 
Bishops  has  constantly  ordained  with  the  intention  of  con- 
ierring  a  power  which  our  Church  has  refused  to  know  any 
thing  of. 

And,  indeed,  it  would  be  of  little  avail  to  make  such  an 

1  To  contend  that  the  intention  of  the  Church  of  England  is  still  to  be 
understood  as  the  intention  of  the  unreformed  Church,  or  of  the  Church 
"in  the  vague"  (see  Gore's  "  R.C.  Claims,"  pp.  157,  159),  is  surely  to 
deny  the  very  acts  of  the  Church  of  England,  or  else  to  refuse  to  recog 
nise  her  power  of  acting. 

The  extreme  view  of  some  that  sacramental  efficacy  cannot  be  affected 
even  by  perverse,  or  adverse,  or  repugnant  intention — as  to  the  effect 
(though  it  may  appeal  for  support  to  the  writings  of  Catharinus  and 
Salmeron,  as  well  as  to  the  esteemed  authority  of  Franzelin,  and  the 
language  of  other  doctors),  must  not  be  regarded  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
Roman  Church  (see  Concil.  Trid.,  Sess.  VII.,  Canon  XL,  and  Trid. 
Catech.,  Pars  II.,  §  23).  It  seems,  at  least,  to  be  contrary  to  the  teach 
ing  of  T.  Aquinas  (Summa,  Par.  III.,  Qusest.  LX.,  Art.  7  and  8,  pp. 
12,  13,  Lugd.,  1663).  SeeDe  Lugo,  "  De  Sacram.,"  Disp.  VIII.,  Sect, 
iv.,  p.  133,  Lugd.,  1644,  §  116,  and  Benedict  XIV.,  "  De  Sacrif.  Missse," 
Sect.  II.,  §  75-8,  p.  194,  sqq.  Petav.,  1745.  See  also  "  Catholic  Diction 
ary,"  pp.  811,  812,  where  it  is  admitted  "that  the  majority  of  school 
theologians  believe  that  secret  withholding  of  the  intention  is  enough  to 
invalidate  the  sacrament."  Compare  Father  Brandi's  "  Last  Word,"  pp. 
104-113. 
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argument.     For  it  is  the  intention  of  our  Church  which 
mainly  concerns  us.1 

Our  Church  not  only  knows  no  such  intention  ;  she  has 
repudiated  such  a  priesthood.  Indeed,  I  believe  it  may  be 
truly  said  that  there  is  no  point  which  our  English  reformers 
more  strongly  insisted  on  than  the  rejection  of  the  Romish 
sacerdotium.  The  English  Reformation  bears  the  stamp  of 
this  rejection  on  every  page  of  its  history,  if  not  on  every 
service  of  the  sanctuary.2 

At  the  Reformation  she  removed  the  altar,3  and  cast  out 
the  very  name  from  her  service-book.  She  did  it  with  a  set 
purpose  and  a  diligent  care,  which,  if  some  since  have 
judged  over-cautious,  has  been  justified  by  the  dangers 
which  have  been  realized  in  our  day.  She  did  it  in  witness 
to  her  acceptance  of  the  truth,  as  stated  in  the  words  of 
Hooker :  "  Sacrifice  is  now  no  part  of  the  Church  ministry." 
And,  with  the  altar  and  altar-service  rejected,  she  has  not 
feared  to  retain  the  word  "  priest "  (as  the  abbreviated  form 
of  "  presbyter  ") 4  in  the  confidence  expressed  by  Archbishop 

aSee  Hooker,  "  EC.  Pol.,"  Book  V.,  ch.  Iviii.,  §  3;  Works,  vol.  ii., 
p.  461.  Edit.  Keble,  with  notes  there;  andT.  Aquinas,  Summa,  Par.  III., 
Qu.  LXIV.,  Art.  8  (p.  57 ;  Lugd.,  1663) ;  also  Qu.  LX.,  Art.  8  (p.  13) ; 
Gabriel  Biel,  "  Canonis  Missae  Expositio,"  Lect.  vi.  (fol.  ix;  Paris,  1516) ; 
the  Primates'  "  Responsio,"  p.  14 ;  and  the  Papal  Bull,  p.  44. 

a  It  was,  I  believe,  truly  said  by  Cardinal  Newman :  "  Sacraments  the 
Church  of  England  has  ever  claimed,  but  never  ^Sacrifice.  It  never,  in 
the  Ritualistic,  in  the  Catholic  sense  of  it,  has  been  professed  by  any 
Anglican  party  till  now  "  (Preface  to  Hutton's  "  Anglican  Ministry,"  p.  x). 

3  This  rejection  of  the  word  "altar"  is  important,  as  determining  the 
sense  of  the  word  "  sacerdos "  in  certain   documents  written  in   Latin. 
The  word  was  evidently  used  sometimes  in  a  wide,  and  what  (in  view  of 
our  present  controversies)  we  should  call   a  non-sacerdotal  or  non-sacri 
ficial,  sense.     (See  Appendix,  Note  G.) 

4  Bishop  Lightfoot  has  observed  :  "  It  is  a  significant  fact  that  in  those 
languages  which  have  only  one  word  to  express  the  two  ideas,  this  word 
etymologically   represents    '  presbyterus,'    and  not   'sacerdos' — e.g.,  the 
French  pretre,  the  German  Priester,  and  the  English  priest ;  thus  showing 
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Whitgift  (and  not  less  strongly  asserted  by  subsequent 
divines) :  "  As  heretofore  use  hath  made  it  to  be  taken  for  a 
sacrificer,  so  will  use  now  alter  that  signification,  and  make 
it  to  be  taken  for  a  minister  of  the  Gospel."  l 

Do  I  seem  to  speak  over  confidently  ?  Is  it  presumptuous 
in  me  to  state  the  case  so  decidedly  ?  Then  let  me  cite  in 
support  of  my  statement  the  words  of  one  who  was  not  wont 
to  speak  hastily  or  unadvisedly.  And  I  will  appeal  to  his 
words  the  rather  because  he  spoke  with  the  full  weight  of 
the  responsibility  which  belongs  to  the  authority  of  one  who 
had  filled  the  primatial  chairs  both  of  York  and  of  Canter 
bury.  And  I  quote  them  yet  the  rather  because  his  wise 
words  reached  us  as  from  the  heart  of  him  whose  tongue 
was  then  silent  in  the  grave.  I  make  my  appeal  to  the 
words  of  Archbishop  Longley,  who  said  in  his  posthumous 
charge  :  "  The  Romish  doctrine  of  a  true,  real,  and  sub 
stantial  sacrifice  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  as  it  is 

that  the  sacerdotal  idea  was  imported,  and  not  original"  ("On  Philipp.," 
p.  244.  Edit.  1868.  See  also  p.  184). 

In  the  "  Catholic  Dictionary  "  it  is  said  of  the  Christian  priest  (p.  753)  : 
"He  succeeds  the  Jewish  ' elder '  as  well  as  the  Jewish  'priest.'  Our 
Saxon  ancestors  had  both  words  '  priest '  and  '  sacerd.'  We  have  retained 
only  the  former,  but  always  use  it  in  the  sense  of  the  latter." 

There  is  something  curious  and  remarkable  in  this.  The  fact  should 
be  viewed  in  connection  with  the  acknowledged  truth,  that  "  the  words 
'priest,'  '  priesthood,'  are  never  applied  in  the  New  Testament  to  the  office 
of  the  Christian  ministry,"  and  that  "the  Apostolic  Fathers  also  abstain 
from  any  mention  of  a  Christian  '  priesthood  ' ;  but  that  at  the  end  of  the 
second  or  beginning  of  the  third  century  the  term  '  priest '  was  in  common 
use"  (see  "Catholic  Diet.,"  p.  754). 

JIt  has  indeed  been  said:  "  Priest  is  uniformly  used  as  the  translation 
of  sacerdos,  and  elder  as  that  of  presbyter.  .  .  .  So  the  retention  of  the 
word  in  the  Ordinal  can  signify  nothing  but  the  intention  of  conferring  the 
sacerdotium  "  ("  Treatise  on  the  Bull  Apos.  Cum,"  S.P.C.K.,  p.  39).  And 
this  somewhat  hasty  utterance  has  apparently  had  its  influence  on  the 
Primates'  reply.  But  the  argument  will  hardly,  I  think,  bear  anything 
like  a  close  examination.  (See  Appendix,  Note  F.) 
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termed  in  the  Council  of  Trent,  entailed  the  use  of  the  term 
'altar.'  But  this  term  appears  nowhere  in  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer ;  and  was,  no  doubt,  omitted  lest  any 
countenance  should  be  given  to  the  sacrificial  view.  The 
notion,  therefore,  of  making  in  the  material  elements  a  per 
petual  offering  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  is  as  foreign 
to  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  our  service  as  I  hold  it  to  be  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  Early  Fathers,  as  well  as  to  the  leading 
divines  of  our  Church"  (p.  26). l 

Have  we,  then,  it  will  be  asked,  no  sacrifice  for  sins  ? 
From  Rome's  point  of  view,  Pope  Pius  V.  said  the  truth 
when  he  said  that  we  have  no  sacrifice,  because  we  have 
abolished  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass.  But  hear  what  Bishop 
Jewel  said  in  reply :  "  Indeed,  the  Mass  is  abolished  through 
the  gracious  working  of  God.  .  .  .  They  did  tell  us  that  in 
their  Mass  they  were  able  to  make  Christ  the  Son  of  God, 
and  to  offer  Him  unto  God  His  Father  for  our  sins.  Oh, 
blasphemous  speech,  and  most  injurious  to  the  glorious 
work  of  our  Redemption  !  .  .  .  Such  kind  of  sacrifice  we 
have  not.  Christ  Himself  is  our  High-Priest  .  .  .  by  whom 
we  are  sanctified,  even  by  the  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus 
Christ  once  made ;  who  took  away  our  sins,  and  fastened 
them  upon  the  cross.  .  .  .  This  is  our  sacrifice,  this  is  our 
propitiation,  this  is  the  propitiation  and  sacrifice  for  the 
whole  world.  How,  then,  saith  Pope  Pius  we  have  no 
sacrifice?"  ("Defence,"  etc.,  P.S.,  pp.  1139,  1140). 

Have  we  then  no  true  sacerdotium  ?  From  Rome's  point 
of  view,  Pope  Leo  says  true  when  he  declares  we  have  none. 

We  have  not  an  unkind  word,  we  have  not  a  thought  of 
bitterness  or  wrath,  or  anger  or  reproach,  for  what  the  Pope 
has  said  on  this  matter.  In  all  sincerity  and  kindness  of 

1  When  the  word  "  sacerdos  "  is  used  in  certain  Latin  documents,  it 
will  be  found  to  convey  no  sacrificial  sense.  (See  Appendix,  Note  G.) 
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heart  we  doubt  not  he  has  said  it.  In  truth  and  in  charity 
we  are  persuaded  he  could  have  said  nothing  else — though 
it  may  be  observed  that  appeal  in  support  of  our  orders  has 
been  made  with  some  show  of  reason  to  an  opinion  (not,  as 
I  venture  to  think,  quite  ad  rem)  expressed  and  apparently 
approved  at  the  Council  of  Trent.1 

1  The  following  quotation  from  the  "  Controversia  de  jurisdictione  et  in- 
stitutione  Episcoporum :  variorum  PP.  de  ea  opiniones  "  (November  30, 
1562),  has  been  sometimes  relied  on  as  evidence  of  the  fact  that  the 
authority  of  the  Council  of  Trent  may  be  pleaded  for  the  assertion  that 
recognition  by  the  Pope  constitutes  the  only  distinction  between  Roman 
and  Anglican  orders  :  "  Acadensis  Hibernus  ostendit  tribus  rationibus  non 
posse  subsistere,  quod  aiuntjurisdictionem  immediate  esse  a  Deo.  Primo, 
quia  in  hierarchia  essent  multa  capita,  potiusque  redderetur  anarchia,  ac 
totum  everteretur.  Secundo,  quia  ex  eo  magis  confirmaretur  opiniohasre- 
ticorum.  Nam  et  in  Anglia  rex  vocat  se  caput  ecclesia?  Anglicas,  et  creat 
episcopos,  qui  consecrantur  a  tribus  episcopis,  aiuntque  se  veros  episcopos, 
qui  sunt  a  Deo,  nos  vero  id  negamus,  quia  non  sunt  a  pontifice  Romano 
adsciti,  et  recte  dicimus,  hacque  tantum  ratione  illos  convincimus,  non  alia, 
nam  et  ipsi  ostendunt  se  fuisse  vocatos,  electos  et  consecrates,  missos ; 
igitur  si  in  canone  dicatur  tantum  a  Christo  institutos,  hinc  inferrent  elec- 
tionem  fieri  tanquam  ex  nudo  instrumento,  quod  agquale  fit  in  omnibus,  tarn 
regi  quam  Papae.  Tertio,  quia  si  jurisdictio  esset  tota  a  Deo,  papa  non 
posset  illam  tollere  nee  transferre  in  alium,  sicut  non  potest  prohibere  con- 
secratum  quin  ordinet  et  conficiat  eucharistiam.  Qua;  sententia  omnibus 
placere  maxime  visa  fuit  "  (In  Le  Plat,  "  Mon.  ad  Hist.  Cone.  Trid.,"  torn. 
v.,  p.  578). 

This  statement  is,  no  doubt,  one  of  some  weight ;  but  it  should  be  ob 
served  that  the  universal  approval  may  perhaps  be  rather  understood  as 
applying  to  the  conclusion  concerning  the  Papal  jurisdiction  (which  was 
the  point  in  debate)  than  to  the  subordinate  statement  concerning  English 
orders,  which  may  be  said  to  have  come  in,  though  hardly  as  an  "obiter 
dictum,"  in  one  branch  of  the  argument. 

It  would,  I  cannot  but  think,  be  a  straining  of  the  history  to  urge  that 
it  commits  the  Fathers  to  an  approval  of  a  statement  concerning  "  the  due 
vocation,  consecration,  and  mission  of  our  Bishops,"  which  was  not  the 
question  before  the  Assembly  at  all. 

[P.S.— I  am  indebted  to  Mr.  J.  T.  Tomlinson  for  kindly  pointing  out 
that  in  the  Supplementum  to  the  "  De  Hierarchia  Anglicana  "  (Romce, 
1896),  which  I  had  not  seen,  the  argument  from  Acadensis  has  been  given 
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But  we  may  very  reverently  thank  God  that  Rome's  point 
of  view  is  not  our  point  of  view.  We  have  not — and  oh  ! 
shall  we  not  most  earnestly  pray  God  that  we  never  may 
have  ? — that  which  must  derogate  from  the  one  perfect  Sacri 
fice,  and  stand  in  front  of  our  view  of  the  one  true  sacer- 
dotium  of  the  Christian  Church.  Hear  what  saith  Bishop 
Cosin  :  "  As  concerning  their  pretended  power  of  really  sacri- 

up  as  irrelevant.  The  same  argument  has,  however,  been  strongly  insisted 
on  by  other  authorities.] 

I  do  not  wish  to  insist  upon  any  argument  derived  from  the  language 
of  the  Irish  Bishop,  which  is  not,  I  think,  of  nearly  so  much  importance 
as  has  been  attributed  to  it.  But  I  may  observe  that  his  speech  is 
reported  by  Theiner,  in  substantial  agreement  with  Le  Plat,  only  with  no 
mention  of  English  ordinations  ("Acta  Genuina  Con.  Trid.,"  torn,  ii., 
p.  190).  While  the  fact  that  English  ordinations  were  referred  to  by  him 
(including  those  under  Elizabeth)  is  confirmed  by  reference  to  Paleotto 
("  Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  p.  361.  Ed.  Mendham,  1842),  where  we  find  the 
Legates  giving,  among  their  reasons  for  not  accepting  the  Canons,  the 
following :  "  Quarto,  quoniam  multi  sunt  hseretici,  qui  asserunt  eorum 
Episcopos  creates  a  Regibus,  aut  Magistratibus,  aut  Ecclesiis,  esse  legi- 
timos  Episcopos ;  cum  Episcopale  munus  a  Christo  sit  institutum,  et  in 
eorum  electione  versetur  tantum  nudum  ministeriurn.  Qui  error  magis 
confirmatur  hoc  Canone  (vii.),  cum  totum  opus  Christo  tribuatur,  nee  ulla 
fiat  mentio  Papas,  quod  nuper  etiam  advertit  in  Congregatione  Episcopus 
Hibernicus,  loquens  de  Regina  Anglias  quae  ita  ratiocinate." 

[P.S.  to  Second  Edition. — My  attention  has  recently  been  directed  to 
the  argument  in  Hutton's  "Anglican  Ministry,"  pp.  128-132,  in  which  the 
weakness  or  precariousness  of  Bishop  Forbes's  contention  ("On  Articles," 
p.  718)  is,  I  think,  fairly  and  clearly  shown.  But  the  quotation  from 
Paleotto  above  makes  it  evident  that  it  must  be  a  mistake  to  suppose  that 
"  the  schismatical  consecrations  [as  Hutton  regards  them]  which  took 
place  under  Henry  VIII.  between  the  years  1534  and  1547"  (p.  131)  were 
exclusively  or  pre-eminently  in  view.  And  this  fact  seems  to  make  rather 
an  important  deduction  from  the  weight  of  his  reasoning.  It  should,  I 
think,  be  added,  that  unless  (which  is  hardly  credible)  ^he  reasons  given  by 
the  Legates  have  been  seriously  misrepresented  by  Cardinal  Paleotto,  the 
legitimacy  of  the  "  Episcopale  munus" — and  that  as  appertaining  to  the 
English  Bishops  of  Elizabeth's  reign — was  not  altogether  out  of  view  in 
the  debate,  although  it  may  be  truly  said  that  the  main  question  was  "de 
jurisdictione  tantum  "  (see  Lacey's  "  Supplementum,"  p.  6).] 
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ficing  the  true  body  of  Christ  for  the  quick  and  the  dead,  there 
was  never  yet  priest  that  had  it  but  Himself,  nor  shall  ever 
have  it  to  the  world's  end  "  (Works,  vol.  iv.,  p.  280,  A.C.L.). 
Hear,  again,  Archbishop  Bramhall :  "They  are  not  the 
Protestants,  but  the  Romanists,  who  pare  off  the  pith  of 
Christ's  heavenly  priesthood,  who  daily  make  as  many 
distinct  propitiatory  sacrifices  as  there  are  Masses  in  the 
world"  (Works,  vol.  v.,  p.  220,  A.C.L.).  And,  yet  again, 
hear  the  words  of  the  great  vindicator  of  the  orders  of  the 
Church  of  England.  It  is  Archdeacon  Mason,  who  wrote : 
"  Nos  .  .  .  sacrificium  vestrum  missificum,  non  modo 
humanum  esse  commentum,  sed  etiam  in  conspectu  ipsius 
Dei,  sacrilegum  et  abominandum  probavimus  "  ("  Vindicias 
EC.  Ang.,"  p.  660). 

We  have  been  taught  by  the  Scriptures  of  Truth,  and  by 
the  Holy  Spirit  of  Truth,  that  all  ideas — educated  by  a  pre 
paratory  dispensation — of  a  sacerdotium  to  offer  sacrifice  for 
sin  l  are  to  be  transferred  to  One  of  a  new  (or,  rather,  in  some 

1  "  Note,  this  ministry  of  the  Church  was  not  ordained  to  offer  sacri 
fice  for  forgiveness  of  sins.  Whosoever  taketh  that  office  upon  him,  he 
doeth  wrong  and  injury  to  the  death  and  passion  of  Christ.  He  only  '  is 
called  of  God  an  High  Priest  after  the  order  of  Melchisedek.'  He  only  '  by 
His  own  blood  entered  in  once  into  the  holy  place,  and  obtained  eternal 
redemption  for  us.'  ...  He  only  hath  said,  Consummatum  est,  '  It  is 
finished.'  .  .  .  All  others  whatsoever,  Apostles,  prophets,  teachers,  and 
pastors,  are  not  in  office  to  offer  any  propitiatory  sacrifice,  but  are  called 
to  the  ministry  of  the  saints,  to  the  edification  of  the  body  of  Christ,  and 
to  the  repairing  of  the  Church  of  God"  (Jewel,  Works,  ii.,  p.  1131,  P.S. 
edit.).  See  Leo  Magnus,  serm.  iii.,  "  De  Passione  Dom."  ;  and  Augustin, 
"  Quaest.  in  Lev.,"  lib.  iii.,  Qu.  Ivii.,  §§  2,  4,  Op.,  torn,  iii.,  cc.  516,  517. 
Paris,  1680. 

Our  Reformers  recognised  no  truly  propitiatory  sacrifice  (in  the  proper 
sense  of  the  word)  but  the  sacrifice  of  the  Cross.  And  no  special  plead 
ing  avails  to  show  that  their  elimination  of  sacrificial  language  from  our 
Liturgy  can  fairly  be  interpreted  as  other  than  a  designed  rejection  of 
the  propitiation  of  the  Mass  and  the  Romish  Sacerdotium  (see  Appendix 
Note  H). 
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sense  of  an  older)  order,  in  which  the  kingly  and  the  priestly 
offices  are  united. 

And  in  view  of  our  divine  Melchisedek,  the  Priest  upon  His 
throne,  earthly  shadows  and  human  types  of  priesthood  pass 
away.  Faith's  view  of  the  true  sacerdotium  is  transcendent, 
soaring  far  above  all  the  imperfect  ideas  connected  with 
tabernacle  service  and  temple  ministrations,  even  as  the 
heavens  are  higher  than  the  earth.  The  grand  reality  in 
heaven  leaves  no  room  for  feeble  representatives  upon 
earth.  How,  then,  saith  Pope  Leo,  we  have  no  sacerdotium  ? 
Nay  ;  but  we  have  a  great  High  Priest  over  the  house  of  God 
— such  a  High  Priest  became  us — yes,  a  great  High  Priest 
indeed,  who  is  set  down  on  the  throne  of  the  Majesty  in 
the  heavens — not,  indeed,  sacrificing  now,  for  priests  never 
sit  to  sacrifice — not  sacrificing  now,  for  to  offer  sacrifice  and 
make  atonement  for  sins,  which  was  indeed  (in  some  sense) 
the  re'A.09,  the  aim  and  end  of  the  human  and  typical  sacer 
dotium  below,  is  the  apxt,  ^e  starting-point,  of  the  Divine 
sacerdotium  above.  In  view  of  the  great  work  to  meet  the 
great  need  of  fallen  man,  the  voice  of  the  priesthood  of 
the  Old  Covenant  could  but  say ;  "  It  has  to  be  done. 
The  great  end  and  purpose  of  our  office  is  to  do  it,  but  only 
in  shadow — reality  and  perfection  pertain  not  to  us."  The 
voice  of  the  truth  and  perfection  and  reality  of  the  priest 
hood  of  the  New  Covenant  says  :  "  It  is  finished." l 

"  IT  IS  FINISHED."  Surely  this  is  the  most  sublime 
and  momentous  word  that  has  ever  been  spoken  since  the 
foundation  of  the  world.  It  tells  of  the  one  grand  Divine 
opus  operatum,  before  which  faith  bows  in  lowliest  adoration, 
and  exalts  itself  in  most  glorious  rejoicing.  In  that  word 

ll<  Nunc  imaginibus  figurisque  cessantibus,  hoc  prosit  credere  effectum, 
quod  antea  profuit  credidisse  faciendum  "  (Leo  Magnus,  serm.  iii.,  "  De 
Passione  Domini."  p.  49;  a.  in  "  Heptas  Prsesulum."  Paris,  1661). 
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the  revelation  of  the  "  Word  made  flesh  "  reaches  its  cul 
minating  point.  That  word !  hell  has  felt  it ;  earth  has 
heard  it ;  heaven  has  been  moved  by  it.  At  that  word  the 
gates  of  Hades  burst,  the  door  of  Paradise  was  opened. 
Out  of  that  word  shines  forth  a  truth  which,  seen  in  its  glory, 
lights  up  the  whole  horizon  of  faith,  and  shows  the  truth  of 
all  other  doctrines  in  their  true  proportion.  And  so  that 
word  is  the  great  antidote  against  false  doctrine — the  great 
preservative  against  the  corruptions  which  come  out  of  the 
imaginations  of  the  thoughts  of  men's  hearts.  With  the 
truth  of  this  word  kept  in  the  background,  the  ablest  argu 
ments  of  learned  theologians,  however  earnestly  contending 
for  the  truth,  and  attacking  in  detail  the  positions  of  error, 
will  do  little  to  keep  in  check  the  onward  march  of  pernicious, 
though  popular  and  plausible,  doctrine. 

But  once  let  this  word  of  truth,  in  the  glory  of  its  power, 
be  carried  home  by  the  Spirit  of  God  to  souls  truly  brought 
down  by  the  conviction  of  sin,  and  then  we  need  have  little 
fear  of  any  permanent  hold  on  the  spirit  of  man  by  human 
imaginations  concerning  priesthood  and  sacrifice.  The  be 
lieving  spirit  will  rejoice  in  the  liberty  of  the  children  of  God, 
and  the  soul's  deep  needs  will  be  all  met  by  the  Divine  re 
velation  of  the  Priesthood  of  Christ  and  the  Sacrifice  of  the 
Cross.  "IT  IS  FINISHED."  This  is  the  mighty  word 
of  the  dying  Lord  of  life,  the  dying  Conqueror  of  death,  the 
dying  Victim  offered  in  sacrifice  by  Himself,  Who  is  hence 
forth  Priest  for  ever  after  the  order  of  Melchisedek,  soon  to 
be  declared  the  Son  of  God  with  power,  according  to  the 
spirit  of  holiness,  by  the  resurrection  from  the  dead  (Rom.  i.  4). 

And  let  us  be  well  assured  this  Divine  sacerdotium  is  no 
idle  thing  now,  because  it  has  no  sacrificing  function  now.1 

1  MJ)  olv,  eVeiS^/  a.Ko{,eis  Sri  KdOrirai,  80\ov  flvai  vo^lffris  rb  ipXiepfa  avriv 
•4***u  (Chrysostom,  "  In  Ep.  ad  Heb.,"  cap.  viii.,  Horn,  xiv.,  Op., 
torn,  xii.,  p.  140.  Edit.  Montfaucon,  Paris,  1735). 
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Christ  is  now  a  minister  of  the  sanctuary  and  of  the  true 
tabernacle,  which  the  Lord  pitched,  and  not  man.  To  offer 
sacrifice  for  sins  —  prominent  though  it  was  of  necessity  in 
view  of  the  first  need  for  sinners  —  is  not  all  that  is  included 
in  the  words  "ordained  for  men  in  things  pertaining  to  God." 
If  in  His  sacrificing  —  giving  His  life  for  the  sheep  —  He 
was  as  the  Good  Shepherd  purchasing  His  flock  by  His 
blood,  we  are  to  remember  that  in  that  blood  He  is  raised 
from  the  dead  the  great  Shepherd  of  the  sheep,  with  all 
power  in  heaven  and  on  earth  —  power  as  King  and  Priest 
to  receive  and  to  give  the  best  gifts  for  men,  to  walk  among 
the  golden  candlesticks,  to  apply  the  blood  of  sprinkling  to 
cleanse  from  all  sin  ;  to  wash,  to  lead,  to  feed,  to  supply  all 
the  need  of  His  redeemed,  to  make  intercession  for  them 
all;1  to  be  their  TrapafcX^Tos,  to  be  their  iXaoyios;  to  speak 
peace  to  their  hearts,  to  protect  them  in  every  peril,  to  save 
them  from  every  foe,  to  remove  their  doubts,  to  still  their 
fears,  to  lead  them  beside  the  waters  of  comfort,  to  assure 
them  that  they  shall  never  perish,  neither  shall  any  being 
pluck  them  out  of  His  hands.2 


OTL  ovSe  Svvarbv  l\v  eirl  yr/s  elvai  lepea.  ircas  yap;  owe  eira.v- 
affraffis,  r>v  (prjffi  ',  rb  8e  irav,  roiovrov  '  el  fj.ev  3\v  eirl  yrjs,  rovro  Se  i\v  ei  /j.rj 
re0VT)Kei,  fj.T)Sf  fyepde\s  cw/eAij^flr;,  ouS'  &f  i)v  iepevs,  tfcrav  yap  erepoi'  Kal  r)i> 
Konrbv  (rrdffis  ev  rtf  Trpa.yfj.an.  vvv  Se,  aireQave  /u.ev,  tva  r^v  Ovtriav  irpoa- 
eveyKri,  avacrTas  Se  en  veKpiav  aveXiifyOr],  "iva.  ff^oiij  TOTTOV  rbv  ovpaviiv,  evQa  aiirbv 
tepeveffOai  Se7.  lepevecrdat  Se  voel,  rb  evrvyxaveiv  inrep  r]fj.fav  (ChrySOStom, 
in  Cranmer's  Catena,  Suppl.  e  Cod.  Par.,  vol.  vii.,  p.  580.  See  Op.,  torn. 
xii.,  pp.  133,  141.  Edit.  Montfaucon,  Paris,  1735). 

2  'AapiW  .  .  .  fiera  Seovs  Kal  QpiKris  eh  T)JV  Oeiav  eiVijei  <fK-t]VT\v.  ovros  Se 
T^IV  eK  5e£icSc  «%fi  KaBeSpav.  rb  fjievroi  \eirovpybs  TrpoffreOi\Kevt  eiretS)]  irepl 
apxiepetas  Tcoielrai  TOVS  \6yovs.  eirel  iroiav  ^irireXe?  \eirovpylav,  aira| 
irpoffeveyKas  eavrbv,  Kal  erepav  ovKen  dvaiav  irpofftpfptav  ;  Tries  Se  ol6v  re 
avrbv  6/j.ov  Kal  ffweSpevetv  Kal  \eirovpye~iv;  el  /J.T)  ris  apa  \etrovpytav  etiroi 
rwv  avdp&Trwv  rrjv  ffcarrjpiav,  ijv  SecnroriKws  irpayft-areverai  (Theodoret,  In 
Heb.,  cap.  viii.,  Op.,  torn,  iii.,  pp.  593,  594.  Halae,  1771).  See  the 
valuable  note  of  Bishop  Westcott  on  Heb.  viii.  i,  2,  pp.  229,  230. 


4 8  The  Doctrine  of  Sacerdotium 

This  is  our  High-Priesthood,  for  the  sake  of  which  we 
have  rejected  a  man-made  sacerdotium,  an  office  which 
Christ  never  gave  to  His  Apostles,  and  which  His  Apostles 
never  thought  of  conferring  on  any  man.1 

1  In  saying  this,  it  need  not  be  supposed  that  we  are  to  condemn  alto 
gether  the  use  of  the  word  sacerdotium  in  an  analogous  sense  as  applied 
to  Christian  ministers.  Indeed,  I  may  be  allowed  to  question  whether 
it  is  wise,  or  right,  or  scriptural  (see  Isa.  Ixvi.  21)  to  refuse  utterly  to  allow 
any  place  for  the  ministers  of  Christ's  Gospel  under  the  wide-spreading 
eaves  of  the  general  term.  Could  such  a  refusal  be  without  a  denial  of 
all  that  is  sacred  in  the  Commission  conveyed  by  our  Orders  ?  Only  we 
must  take  heed  that  the  want  of  distinction  in  terms  does  not  lead  again 
to  serious  confusion  of  ideas. 

"The  Latin  word  [sacerdos]  is  derived  of  holy  things:  a  man,  I  say, 
dedicated  and  consecrated  unto  God  to  do  holy  things.  And  holy  things 
are  not  only  sacrifices,  but  what  things  soever  come  under  the  name  of  re 
ligion,  from  which  we  do  not  exclude  the  laws  themselves,  and  holy 
doctrine"  (Bullinger's  "  Decades,"  vol.  iv.,  Dec.  v.,  p.  108,  P.S.). 

"  Sicut  rex  a  regendo,  ita  sacerdos  a  sacrando  dictus  est  "  (P.  Lombard, 
"  Sent.,"  lib.  iv.,  dist.  xxiv.). 

"  Sacerdos — Cujus  vocis  etymon  sic  profert  Atto  apud  Acher.,  torn, 
viii.,  Spicil.,  p.  126.  Sacerdos,  quasi  sacrum  dans  Dei  ministeria  ad- 
minisirando"  ("  Du  Cange,"  in  voc.),  see  "  Trid.  Cat.,"  par.  ii.,  cap.  vii., 

§44- 

"  Attende  ergo  in  manibus  Sacerdotis  quatuor  Christi  assimilationes  : 
prsedicationem,  intercessionem,  sacram  communionem,  exemplarem  con- 
versationem.  Et  ex  his,  Sacerdotis  nomine  censetur,  quia  in  quolibet 
istorum  sacrum  dat.  In  praedicando,  sacrum  de  Deo  dat  nobis.  In  inter- 
cedendo,  sacrum  dat  Deo  pro  nobis.  In  communicando,  sacrum  dat,  dum 
Deum  habitare  facit  in  nobis.  In  praecedendo,  et  alios  post  se  trahendo, 
sacrificium  Deo  dat  de  nobis"  ("  Hildebertus  Turonensis,"  Edit.  Beau- 
gendre.  Paris,  1708.  Sermo.  xciii.,  c.  687).  It  is  remarkable  that  in  this 
passage  (i)  the  only  sacrificial  function  assigned  to  the  sacerdos  is  that 
which  corresponds  to  St.  Paul's  Ifpovpyovvra  rb  evayye\iov  TOV  &eov  (Rom. 
xv.  16  ;  see  "Vox  Liturgise  Anglicanae,"  p.  103) ;  and  which  has  its  result 
in  the  \oyiK^i  \arpfia  of  Rom.  xii.  i ;  (2)  the  Eucharist  is  spoken  of  as 
simply  "  sacra  communio  " ;  (3)  the  first-named  office  of  the  sacerdos  is 
"  praedicatio."  (Compare  Blackmore's  "  Doctrine  of  the  Russian  Church," 
p.  154,  sqq.,  and  Cone.  Trid.,  Sess.  v.,  "  De  Reform,"  cap.  ii. ;  Sess.  xxiii., 
"  De  Reform,"  cap.  i.)  But  it  is  possible,  no  doubt,  to  build  too  much 
upon  this  (see  e.g.,  cc.  664,  665). 
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But  for  the  validity  of  our  sacred  orders,  shall  we  think, 
then,  that  that  is  lost  and  cast  away,  because  we  have  no 
intention  of  making  men  what  Christ  would  not  have  His 
ministers  to  be  made  ?  Rather  let  us  magnify  our  office  as 

With  this  quotation  from  Hildebert  should  be  compared  T.  Aquinas, 
Summa,  Par.  III.,  Qu.  XXII.,  Art.  i,  torn,  vii.,  p.  241.  Lugd.,  1663. 

"  The  Fathers  of  the  Church  of  Christ,  with  like  security  of  speech, 
usually  call  the  ministry  of  the  Gospel  '  priesthood  '  in  regard  of  that  which 
the  Gospel  hath  proportionable  to  ancient  sacrifices — namely,  the  Com 
munion  of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ,  although  it  hath  now  no 
sacrifice"  (Hooker,  "  Eccles.  Pol.,"  Book  V.,  chap.  Ixxviii.  2,  vol.  ii.,  pp. 
471,  472,  edit.  Keble). 

Archdeacon  Mason  says :  "  Si  sacerdotis  vocabulo  nihil  aliud  signifi- 
casses,  quam  Ministerium  Evangelicum,  cui  Verbi  et  Sacramentorum 
commissa  est  dispensatio ;  hoc  sensu  nos  omnes  esse  Sacerdotes  palam 
profitemur"  ("  Vindiciae  Eccles.  Angl.,"  lib.  v.,  cap.  i.,  p.  543.  London, 
1625).  "  Non  diffitemur,  quin  Evangelii  praecones,  Sacerdotes  analogic^ 
dici  queant"  (ibid.,  p.  544). 

Brevint,  speaking  of  the  offices  of  Christian  ministers  in  reconciling 
men  to  God  says :  "  Thus  far  they  have  a  sacerdotal  dignity,"  while 
earnestly  contending  against  their  being  sacrificing  Priests.  He  says, 
"  These  whom  we  now  call  Priests,  and  whom  St.  Paul  often  mentions  in 
his  Epistles,  are  not  sacrificers  at  all,  but  Elders  properly"  ("  Missale 
Romanum,"  pp.  206,  207.  Oxford,  1673). 

See  also  Sparrow's  "  Rationale,"  pp.  250-253  (London,  1722) ;  and 
Bishop  Patrick,  "  Dignity  of  Ch.  Priesthood,"  §  4. 

Waterland  says  :  "  The  word  priest  is  equivocal,  as  denoting  either  a 
presbyter  or  a  sacrificer.  .  .  .  If 'steward  of  the  mysteries  of  God'  may 
be  thought  a  good  general  definition  of  sacerdos,  or  a  title  equivalent  to 
priest,  then  the  disputes  about  the  precise  meaning  of  if  pets,  sacrificer, 
and  how  far  that  name  is  common  to  clergy  and  laity,  may  be  superseded, 
and  the  name  of  priest  may  be  appropriated  in  the  sense  of  ambassadors 
of  God,  or  stewards  of  Divine  mysteries,  to  the  bishops  only  in  the  first 
degree,  and  to  presbyters  in  the  second,  or  in  a  third  degree  to  deacons 
also,  as  some  of  the  ancients  have  estimated,  perhaps  not  amiss"  ("Dis 
tinctions  of  Sacrifice,"  §  xiv. ;,  Works,  vol.  v.,  pp.  278,  279.  Oxford,  1843). 

So  Baxter,  speaking  of  the  use  of  the  words  "  priests,  sacrifice,  altars  " 
(while  declaring,  "  He  that  useth  them  in  design  to  bring  in  the  Popish 
transubstantiation  and  real  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  doth  heinously  sin  in 
such  design  and  case  "),  very  wisely  says  :  "  We  must  not  be  quarrelsome 
against  the  bare  names,  unless  they  be  abused  to  some  ill  use.  The 
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ambassadors  of  Christ,  having  a  ministry  of  reconciliation  to 
tell  of  the  finished  work  of  Him  who  has  borne  our  sins  in 
His  own  body  on  the  tree — yea,  to  be  ministers  of  the  word  of 
reconciliation  whereby  we  pray  men  in  Christ's  stead  to  be 
reconciled  to  God.1  Rather  let  us  thank  God  for  the  reality 

ancient  Fathers  and  Churches  did  ever  use  all  these  words  so  familiarly 
without  any  question  or  scruple  raised  about  them  .  .  .  that  we  should 
be  the  more  wary  how  we  condemn  the  bare  words,  lest  thence  we  give 
advantage  to  the  Papists  to  make  them  tell  their  followers  that  all  anti 
quity  was  on  their  side,  which  were  very  easy  for  them  to  prove,  if  the 
controversy  were  about  the  names  alone.  Extremes  and  passionate 
imprudence  do  give  the  adversaries  great  advantages"  ("Christian 
Directory,"  part  iii.,  qu.  cxxii. ;  Works,  vol.  v.,  pp.  493,  494.  London 
1830). 

It  was  well  said  by  Dean  Goode :  "  It  is  as  impossible  to  bind  error  by 
words  as  by  chains.  It  has  often  been  bound  by  both,  and  both  have 
been  broken  through  and  burst  asunder  by  it"  ("Divine  Rule,"  vol.  i., 
p.  178).  See  also  Walcott,  "  On  English  Ordinal,"  pp.  268,  sqq. 

"If,"  says  Bishop  Lightfoot,  "the  sacerdotal  office  be  understood  to 
imply  the  offering  of  sacrifices  [i.e.,  sacrifices  of  expiation],  then  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  leaves  no  place  for  a  Christian  priesthood.  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  word  be  taken  in  a  wider  and  looser  acceptation, 
it  cannot  well  be  withheld  from  the  ministry  of  the  Church  of  Christ. 
Only  in  this  case  the  meaning  of  the  term  should  be  clearly  apprehended; 
and  it  might  have  been  better  if  the  later  Christian  vocabulary  had  con 
formed  to  the  silence  of  the  Apostolic  writers,  so  that  the  possibility  of 
confusion  would  have  been  avoided"  ("  On  Philipp.,"  p.  264). 

Unhappily  the  History  of  Christian  Theology  shows  how  the  use  of 
the  term  (innocently  at  first)  in  a  loose  generic  sense  speedily  drew  to  it 
ideas  belonging  to  its  stricter  application,  which  in  time  gathered  around 
them  by  accretion  further  approximations  to  Jewish  and  heathen  notions, 
till  at  last  was  formed  and  consolidated  a  consistent  sacerdotal  system, 
which  (however  subordinated  to  the  true  Christian  faith  of  the  one  High 
Priest  in  the  heavens)  was  practically  standing  in  front  of  the  "  one  "  and 
the  "once"  of  the  true  sacrifice  of  the  Christian  Church.  See  some 
excellent  remarks  in  Mr.  D.  Morris's  "Growth  of  Sacrificial  Ideas" 
(Longmans),  pp.  37,  38. 

1 "  And  this  nothing  diminisheth  the  estimation  and  dignity  of  priest 
hood  and  other  ministers  of  the  Church,  but  advanceth  and  highly  com- 
mendeth  their  ministration.  For  if  they  are  much  to  be  loved,  honoured, 
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of  our  commission,  and  the  Apostolic  order  which  sends  us 
forth  with  authority  not  to  offer  sacrifice,  but  with  a  com 
mission  of  glad  tidings,  to  be  Christ's  apostles  to  the  ends  of 
the  earth,  to  proclaim  the  everlasting  Gospel  to  every  creature 
which  is  under  heaven,  to  preach  the  good  news  of  the  perfect 
sacrifice,  the  Gospel  which,  for  the  matter  of  the  sinner's 
great  need,  knows  nothing,  and  teaches  us  to  determine  to 
know  nothing  save  Jesus  Christ  and  Him  crucified  ;  but  in 
Him  can  tell  of  the  veil  rent,  and  free  access  in  His  Blood 
for  all  believers  even  now,  even  at  once  quite  into  the  holiest 
of  all — yea,  even  to  draw  near  with  a  nearness  than  which 
nothing  can  be  nearer,  even  to  the  very  throne  of  God  in  the 
heavens,  and  in  this  nearness  makes  us  all  to  reign  in  His 
kingly  life,  and  share  even  in  His  Divine  priesthood.  Oh 
that  we  all,  laity  not  less  than  clergy,  might  be  taught  by 
the  Spirit  of  our  God  to  realize  more  fully  the  reality  and 
the  blessedness  of  our  high  calling  to  be  a  chosen  genera 
tion,  a  royal  priesthood,  an  holy  nation,  a  peculiar  people 
to  the  praise  of  Him  who  hath  called  us  out  of  darkness  into 
His  marvellous  light ! 

And  here,  let  it  be  observed,  we  have  had  to  correct  the 
defects  of  that  definition  of  sacerdotium  which  we  accepted 
provisionally  for  a  while.  To  be  a  priest  is  not  only  to  be  a 
sacrificer.  Was  not  the  priesthood  of  Melchisedek  pre 
eminently  the  high-priesthood  of  blessing— of  blessing  and 
strengthening  and  refreshing — all  (we  may  believe)  resulting 
from,  all  the  outflow  of,  a  sacrifice  past  ?  When  Melchisedek 

and  esteemed,  that  be  the  king's  chancellors,  judges,  officers,  and  ministers 
in  temporal  matters ;  how  much,  then,  are  they  to  be  esteemed  that  be 
ministers  of  Christ's  Word  and  Sacraments,  and  have  to  them  committed 
the  keys  of  heaven,  to  let  in  and  shut  out  by  the  ministration  of  His 
Word  and  Gospel?"  (Cranmer,  P.S.,  vol.  i.,  p.  350.  See  also  Hooker, 
"  Eccles.  Pol.,"  book  v.,  ch.  Ixxvii.,  §§  i,  2 ;  Works,  vol.  ii.,  p.  456. 
Edit.  Keble). 
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brought  forth  bread  and  wine — then,  as  Priest  of  the  Most 
High  God,  he  blessed  him  that  had  the  promises.  It  was 
the  blessing  of  him,  the  father  of  the  faithful,  who  by  faith 
forsook  home  and  kindred  at  God's  call,  and  went  forth  to 
the  war  to  rescue  the  perishing,  to  deliver  the  captives. 

And  what  was  the  last  view  which  Apostles  (abiding  on 
earth  to  be  His  ministers  and  messengers)  had  of  the 
ascending  Saviour  before  the  cloud  received  Him  out  of 
their  sight  ?  It  was  the  view  of  One  who  was  lifting  up  His 
hands  and  blessing  them  x — blessing  them  with  the  blessing 
which  He  had  purchased  for  them,  when  He  gave  Himself 
for  them  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice  to  God  for  a  sweet- 
smelling  savour. 

And  surely  we  may  look  for  His  high-priestly  blessing  in 
fuller  measure,  in  proportion  as,  like  Apostles  of  old,  we 
awake  to  hear  with  our  ears  the  mission  He  has  given  us 
for  the  dark  places  of  the  earth — the  world-wide  commission 
to  tell  of  the  peace  He  has  made  by  His  blood.  Surely  we 
may  look  for  showers  of  blessing  in  proportion  as  we  have 
ears  to  hear,  and  hearts  to  respond,  and  lives  to  be  obedient 
to  His  parting  word — "  Go  ye,  make  disciples  of  all  nations." 

It  is  His  priestly  blessing  for  those  who,  as  free-will  offer 
ings,  in  holy  vestments,  a  band  of  priestly  warriors,  shall  be 

1  Dean  Jackson  says :  "  By  this  one  act  [the  offering  of  Himself]  of  His 
Priesthood  He  was  consecrated  to  be  an  everlasting  Priest.  And  if  He  be 
an  everlasting  Priest,  He  still  executes  the  office  or  function  of  an  high- 
priest"  (Book  x.,  ch.  Ivi.,  Works,  vol.  ix.,  p.  604.  Oxford,  1844).  "  After 
He  was  thus  consecrated  by  death  .  ..  to  be  an  everlasting  Priest  after 
the  order  of  Melchisedek,  He  was  not  to  offer  any  sacrifice,  nor  do  we  read 
that  Melchisedek  offered  any.  Wherein,  then,  did  Melchisedek's  priest 
hood  consist?  Only  in  the  dignity  of  authoritative  blessing"  (ibid.,  p. 
605).  "  His  [Christ's]  everlasting  Priesthood,  which  is  a  Priesthood  of 
blessing,  not  of  sacrifice.  And  yet  He  blesseth  us  by  communicating  the 
virtue  and  efficacy  of  His  everlasting  sacrifice  unto  our  souls"  (ibid., 
p.  607). 
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willing  in  the  day  of  His  power  (Ps.  ex.).  "  They  shall 
come  and  shall  declare  His  righteousness  unto  a  people  that 
shall  be  born,  that  HE  HATH  DONE  IT"  (Ps.  xxii.  31). 

Those  outstretched  arms  of  His  high  priestly  blessing — 
may  we  not  see  them  pointing  to  the  east  and  the  west,  to 
distant  lands,  all  concerned  in  His  great  sacerdotal  work, 
all  pertaining  to  His  high-priestly  grant  of  the  heathen  for 
His  inheritance,  all  interested  in  that  word  of  sacrificial 
supplication  —  "  Neither  pray  I  for  these  alone,  but  for 
them  also  that  shall  believe  on  Me  through  their  word"  ? 

Have  we  not  here  a  motive-power,  a  missionary  force — 
mighty  with  the  power  of  God — a  power  which  will  be  en 
feebled  by  human  devices  with  their  "  dangerous  deceits," 
but  which  will  be  made  vigorous  by  holding  fast  to  the 
reality  of  the  foolishness  and  offence  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ  ? 

We  have  a  message  to  deliver  for  our  High  Priest :  and 
our  message  is  a  record  of  life  for  the  dead.  It  is  to  preach 
deliverance  to  captives,  to  tell  of  salvation  for  the  lost. 

Our  Priest  is  a  King  upon  his  throne.  We  have  business 
on  hand  for  our  King  ;  and  the  King's  business  requireth 
haste. 

God  grant  to  us  such  a  revelation  to  our  faith  of  the  per 
fection  of  His  finished  sacrifice,  and  the  throne  of  His  Kingly 
glory,  that  all  hearts  may  be  moved  with  a  new  passion  of 
missionary  enthusiasm — an  earnest  longing  to  have  each  one 
his  or  her  share,  in  some  way  or  other,  at  home  or  abroad, 
in  the  evangelization  of  the  lost  world,  for  which  our  High 
Priest  once  for  all  gave  Himself  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice 
to  God  for  a  sweet-smelling  savour  ! 

And  just  one  word  more.  We  have  to  remember  that 
nearness  to  God  is  the  very  root  idea  of  true  sacerdotium. 
And  in  this  matter  of  our  nearness  to  God  upon  earth  there 
is  and  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  priestly  life  as  dis^ 


-4  The  Doctrine  of  Sacerdotium 

tinguished  from  a  Christian  life,  and  that  for  this  simple 
reason,  that  no  greater  nearness,  no  freer  access,  no  more 
perfect  communion,  no  closer  walk  with  God  there  can  be 
than  is  open  and  free— free  as  the  air  we  breathe,  and  the 
sunlight  which  shines  on  us— free  to  the  humblest  and  most 
unworthy  believer.1  Our  High  Priest  is  behind  no  vail ;  for 
the  vail  belonged  to  the  Old  Covenant.  And  the  New 
Covenant  in  His  blood  has  no  vail :  all  is  laid  wide  open. 
The  vail  is  rent  from  top  to  bottom.  Every  barrier  is  broken 

1 "  The  children  of  Israel  shall  put  their  hands  upon  the  Levites  "  (Numb, 
viii.  10),  thus  deputing  to  a  tribe  the  functions  belonging  to  the  people  as 
a  whole  (see  Lightfoot,  "  On  Philipp.,"  p.  181).  The  priesthood  of  the 
whole  Church  of  Christ  is  an  idea,  which  throughout  the  history  of  the 
Church  has  been  struggling  for  recognition,  but  has  been  imperfectly  ap 
prehended  (ibid.,  p.  181).  "In  lege  nascebantur  sacerdotes  ex  genere 
Aaron  Levitae  :  nunc  autem  omnes  ex  genere  sunt  sacerdotali "  (Am- 
brosiast.  on  Ephes.  iv.  12  ;  see  ibid.,  p.  183).  "  The  most  exalted  office 
in  the  Church,  the  highest  gift  of  the  Spirit,  conveyed  no  sacerdotal  right 
which  was  not  enjoyed  by  the  humblest  member  of  the  Christian  com 
munity  "  (ibid.,  p.  184). 

"  Omnes,  qui  a  Christi  nomine  dicuntur  Christiani,  offerunt  Deo  quo- 
tidianum  sacrificium,  ordinati  a  Deo  sanctimoniae  sacerdotes"  (Arnoldus, 
Abbas,  "  De  Unct.  Chrism."  ;  in  Cypriani  Op.,  c.  cix.,  edit.  Baluze. 
Venice,  1728.  See  other  quotations  in  Jewel,  ii.,  p.  737,  P.S.). 

See  Cranmer  (Works,  P.S.,  vol.  i.,  p.  353),  who,  speaking  of"  lauds 
and  thanksgiving,"  says:  "And  so  as  well  the  people  as  the  priest  do 
sacrifice."  See  also  Lightfoot,  "  On  Philipp.,"  pp.  250,  254. 

To  prevent  misunderstanding,  it  may  be  well  to  add  that  it  is  not  in 
tended  at  all  to  deny  that  there  is  what  may  be  called  a  certain  official 
nearness  pertaining  to  those  who  are  "  ministers  of  Christ  and  stewards 
of  the  mysteries  of  God."  See  Waterland,  "  Distinction  of  Sacrifice," 
§  xiv.,  Works,  vol.  v.,  p.  279  (Oxford,  1843) ;  and  Bishop  Patrick,  "  Dignity 
of  Ch.  Priesthood,"  §  4.  This  nearness,  however,  of  Evangelical  minis 
tration  must  not  be  regarded  as  corresponding  with,  or  prefigured  by,  the 
nearness  pertaining  to  the  official  sacerdotium  of  the  Levitical  Service. 
The  nearness  of  ministers  of  the  New  Testament  is  only  a  functional 
nearness  (or  rather,  officium).  It  has  strictly  nothing  to  do,  as  the  near 
ness  of  the  sacerdotium  of  the  Old  Testament  had,  with  the  matter  of 
access. 
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down.  And  of  this  nearness  we  may  truly  say  that  herein 
is  a  very  true  sacerdotium  for  us  all.  Hear  what  the  in 
spired  writer  says  :  "  If  the  blood  of  bulls  and  of  goats,  and 
the  ashes  of  an  heifer  sprinkling  the  unclean  sanctifieth  to 
the  purifying  of  the  flesh,  how  much  more  shall  the  blood 
of  Christ,  who,  through  the  Eternal  Spirit,  offered  Himself 
without  spot  to  God,  purge  your  consciences  from  dead  works 
to  serve  the  living  God  " — to  serve,  yes,  and  we  may  under 
stand  the  word  of  serving  with  priestly  sacrificial  service — 
only  not  now  with  sacrifices  for  sins.  The  only  sacrificial 
service  which  remains  is  to  offer  up  spiritual  sacrifices  ac 
ceptable  to  God  by  Jesus  Christ.  Did  not  priests  in  the 
tabernacle  offer  thank-offerings  for  the  reconciled  ?  So  may 
all  Christians — blessed  with  all  spiritual  blessings  in  the 
heavenlies  in  Christ — sharers  of  the  victory  of  His  reign, 
and  sharing,  too,  in  the  glory  of  His  Priesthood,  draw  near, 
so  near — nothing  between — draw  quite  near  with  no  need 
and  no  room  for  any  priestly  mediation  but  His ;  draw  near 
with  boldness,  and  learn  even  now,  through  Him,  to  offer 
for  sacrifice  the  fruit  of  our  lips,  giving  thanks  to  His  name, 
and  sing  the  song  of  Apostles  and  prophets  and  martyrs 
of  old ;  and  God  grant  that  many  of  those  whom  we  are 
constrained  to  regard  as  our  opponents  now  in  these  un 
happy  controversies — many  now  in  danger  of  being  be 
witched  and  captivated  with  the  allurements  of  Rome — may 
yet  with  one  heart  and  one  soul,  united  in  one  holy  bond 
of  truth  and  peace,  of  faith  and  charity  (for  surely  under  the 
covert  of  our  great  High  Priest  we  are  to  be  taught  of  God 
to  love  one  another,  to  pity  those  that  are  out  of  the  Way, 
and  to  pray  for  those  that  are  in  error,  and  to  learn  how 
good  and  pleasant  it  is  for  brethren  to  dwell  together  in 
unity ;  how  it  is  like  the  precious  oil  upon  the  head,  that  run 
down  upon  the  beard — even  Aaron's  beard— and  came  down 
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upon  the  skirt  of  his  garments) — oh  yes,  may  God  in  His 
mercy  grant  indeed  that  manynot  with  us  now  may  yet  join 
with  us  in  singing  the  same  song  of  praise:  "Unto  Him 
that  loved  us,  and  washed  us  from  our  sins  in  His  own 
blood,  and  hath  made  us  kings  and  priests  unto  God  and 
His  Father :  to  Him  be  glory  and  dominion  for  ever  and 
ever.  Amen." 
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NOTE  A  (see  p.  2). 

ON  THE  SIMPLER  FORM  OF  THE  EARLIER  ORDINATION   SERVICES. 

THERE  is  much  in  the  letter  of  the  Primates  the  value  of  which 
deserves  the  fullest  recognition. 

It  contains,  alas  1  some  expressions  which,  taken  in  their  most 
obvious  sense,  seem  to  warrant  a  distinct  disclaimer  of  its  being 
a  "declaration  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Anglican  Church."  But  we 
cannot  but  gladly  and  thankfully  acknowledge  that  they  have 
very  effectively  exposed,  and  very  effectually  torn  off,  the  un 
healthy  additions  to  the  earlier  ordination  forms,  which  had 
naturally  grown  upon  them  in  the  congenial  atmosphere  of 
mediaeval  superstitions. 

When  these  are  removed,  there  is  little  indeed  remaining  to 
give  prominence  to  any  sacrificial  function  of  the  Christian 
ministry. 

It  is  curious  and  instructive  to  notice  how,  in  passing  through 
the  ages  towards  the  fountain-head  of  our  Christian  faith,  we  find 
step  by  step  the  ministerial  office  being  gradually  divested  of  its 
sacerdotal  vestments  and  its  sacrificial  claims  (see  "  Romish  Mass 
and  English  Church,"  pp.  68,  69). 

Romish  criticisms  of  the  Primates'  letter  have  mostly  been  con 
tent  to  meet  the  argument  from  the  simple  form  of  the  Canons  of 
Hippolytus  (see  edition  of  Achelis,  p.  46)  by  the  reply  that  we 
know  far  too  little  of  their  history  to  found  any  argument  upon 
them  as  containing  the  "oldest  Roman  formula"  (see  Rev. 
Luke  Rivington  in  Dublin  Review,  January,  1897,  P-  160).  But 
a  very  able  writer  in  the  Tablet  (April  3,  1897)  says:  "This  is 
most  probably  the  most  ancient  Form  for  the  conferring  of  Orders  ; 
and  it  has  been  asserted  that  it  is  of  Western  origin,  and  that  it 
was  used  in  the  Roman  Church  at  the  beginning  of  the  third 
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century.     As  Rome's  own  most  ancient  rite,  the  form  in  these 
Canons  necessarily  becomes  a  most  interesting  test  of  sufficiency  " 

(p.  522). 

This  is  unquestionably  a  very  important  statement,  and  it 
naturally  leads  to  the  inquiry— How  will  this  ancient  Form  meet 
even  the  reduced  demands  of  Pope  Leo  in  respect  of  that  deter 
mination  which  he  requires  ?  In  rightly  and  justly  (from  his  own 
point  of  view)  condemning  our  Anglican  Ordinal,  is  he  not  also 
condemning  the  most  ancient  Form  of  his  own  Roman  Church  ? 

The  writer  referred  to  feels  the  necessity  of  meeting  this 
objection,  and  he  endeavours  to  show  that  there  is  sufficient 
determination  to  be  found  in  the  Form. 

He  argues  that  there  is  a  "  determination  of  the  Order"  in  the 
words  of  the  prayer:  "Receive  his  prayers  and  his  oblations 
which  he  shall  offer  to  Thee  day  and  night,  and  let  them  be  to 
Thee  an  odour  of  sweetness."  Accordingly  he  explains  the  "  ob 
lations"  as  referring  undoubtedly  to  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass. 
He  says :  "  The  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  are  the  oblation 
principaliter  et  eminenter,  and  thence  to  it,  if  to  any,  the  word  must 
apply"  (p.  523).  And  he  appeals  to  the  Didache  to  show  "how 
in  sub-Apostolic  times,  in  the  very  infancy  of  the  Church,  the 
famous  prophecy  of  Malachy  was  actually  applied  to  the  Euchar 
ist."  But  the  application  to  the  Eucharist  (if  admitted)  would 
not  by  any  means  bind  the  application  to  the  sacrifice  of  the 
"  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord."  And,  indeed,  the  primitive  and 
early  use  of  the  word  "oblations,"  is  all  against  such  an  applica 
tion  (see  Lightfoot  "  On  Philipp.,"  pp.  260,  261  ;  and  "  On  Clemens 
Romanus,"  pp.  138,  139;  and  "Diet,  of  Christian  Antiquities," 
art.  "Oblations";  also  "Some  Recent  Teachings,"  p.  7).  The 
writer's  argument  is  no  doubt  perfectly  natural  to  one  brought  up 
in  the  belief  that  the  Tridentine  Mass  is  as  old  as  Christianity, 
but  to  others  it  must  needs  seem  to  be  resting  on  a  basis  which  is 
utterly  unhistorical.  (On  our  sense  of  "  oblations "  see  "  Vox 
Liturgiae  Anglicanas,"  pp.  58-61). 

And,  indeed,  some  Romish  divines  might  be  called  as  witnesses 
against  the  writer's  position.  Thus  for  example,  Petavius  writes : 
"  Oblatio  proprie,  ac  praecise  est  rei  alicujus  repraesentatio,  quse 
Deo  donatur :  neque  necessario  mutationem  ullam  exprimit,  quae 
in  oblata  re  fiat  "  (Dion.  Petavius,  "  De  potestate  consecrandi  et 
Saerificandi  Sacerdotjbus  a  Deo  Concessa,"  p.  51,  London,  1685). 
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"  Oblationem  plerumque  ab  consecrandi  actione  sejunctam 
fuisse  demonstravimus  "  (ibid.,  p.  63). 

And  so  Cardinal  Bona,  "Colligimus,  oblationis  nomen  aequi- 
vocum  esse :  nam  primo  ea  munera  significat,  quae  non  altari,  sed 
Ecclesiag  extra  Missam  offerebantur  :  secundo  arctatur  idem  voca- 
bulum  ad  ea,  quas  intra  Missarum  solemnia  altari  inferuntur,  sive 
ad  sacrificium  pertineant,  sive  ab  eo  aliena  sint "  (Bona,  "  Rerum 
Liturgicarum,"  lib.  ii.,  cap.  viii.,  Op.,  p.  334.  Antwerp,  1723). 

See  also  Gregory  de  Valentia,  "  De  Rebus  Fid.,"  p.  727.  Paris, 
1610,  and  Mabillon,  "  Mus.  Ital.,"  torn,  ii.,  p.  74. 

But  how  does  the  writer  deal  with  the  offering  "  day  and  night  "  ? 
He  appeals  to  Schleusner  to  testify  that  the  expression  is  equi 
valent  to  ff  assidue,  saspe,"  and  says  it  is  frequently  used  in 
Scripture  in  that  sense.  But  all  the  examples  he  gives  fail  to 
show  that  the  words  "  die  noctuque  "  could  thus  be  applied  to 
that  which  must  be  intermitted  all  night. 

Compare  Cyprian,  Epist.  Ixxvii.,  who,  after  quoting  Ps.  Ii.  17, 
says :  "  Hoc  vos  sacrificium  Deo  offertis,  hoc  sacrificium  sine 
intermissione  die  ac  node  celebratis  "  (c.  329,  Op.,  Venice,  1728). 

Compare  also  the  Abyssinian  form  of  Episcopal  consecration, 
"  ut  ministrans  noctu  dieque  suppliciter  oret  "  (see  Estcourt, 
"Anglican  Ordinations/'  app.,  p.  ciii.). 

In  truth,  the  words  of  the  canon,  unless  they  are  allowed  to  be 
a  warrant  for  habitual  evening  and  nightly  Eucharists,  are 
certainly  destructive  of  the  idea  that  the  Eucharistic  sacrifice  is 
mainly  in  view  (see  also  Suicer,  v.  Trpoa-fopd  and  6v<rid). 

As  to  "  the  famous  prophecy  of  Malachy,"  it  is  well  known  how 
some  of  the  earliest  Fathers  give  it  a  wider  application  (see 
Lefroy's  "Christian  Ministry,"  pp.  539-555,  and  Morton  "On 
Eucharist,"  Bk.  VI.,  chap,  iv.,  §§  i,  2,  3  ;%  also  Vogan's  "True 
Doctrine,"  p.  413).  And  even  one  of  the  divines  of  the  Council  of 
Trent  may  be  cited  as  testifying  against  what  the  writer  seems  to 
regard  as  so  undoubted  :  "  Neque  videtur  etiam  locum  Malach.  i. 
facere  ad  praspositum  in  dubium,  cum  multi  locum  ilium  de  ora- 
tionibus  intelligant,  et  oblationibus  internis "  (Feltrensis  in 
Theiner,  "  Acta  Cone.  Trid.,"  torn,  i.,  p.  639).  And  another  main 
tained  "Ad  Malachia?  i.,  de  Mincha,  non  probari  veram  obla- 
tionem "  (ibid.,  torn,  ii.,  p.  65).  See  also  Chemnitz,  "  Examen 
Cone.  Trid.,  De  Missa  Pont.,"  art.  vi.,  §  viii.,  pp.  394,  395  (Berlin, 
1861) ;  and  Brevint,  "  Missale  Romanum,"  p.  197  (Oxford,  1673). 
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See  Hutchinson's  Works,  pp.  46-48 ;  Cranmer  on  "  Lord's 
Supper,"  pp.  351,  366,  app.,  955  also  Jewel,  ii.,  pp.  712,  713, 
especially  pp.  722-724,  and  Fulke's  "  Answers,"  p.  281  ;  Bilson's 
"True  Difference,"  pp.  696-698.  Oxford,  1585. 

The  argument  of  Von  Dollinger  ("  Hippolytus  and  Callistus," 
p.  319),  from  the  language  of  Hippolytus,  for  a  veal  sacrifice  of  the 
Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  before  the  time  of  Cyprian,  may  be 
answered  briefly  in  the  pregnant  words  of  Bishop  Robert  Abbott 
concerning  the  language  of  Cyprian  :  "  Passio  est  enim  Christi 
sacrificium  quod  offerimus  (Cyprian).  Qualis  ergo  ibi  passio,  tale 
sacrificium :  passio  tantummodo  figurata  est;  non  aliud  ergo 
sacrificium"  ("  Antilogia,"  p.  70;  see  "  Missarum  Sacrificia," 
p.  102 ;  see  also  Bishop  Morton's  "  Catholic  Appeal,"  lib.  i.,  chap, 
ii.,  §  12 ;  and  especially  Waterland,  "  Eucharist  in  Sacrificial 
View,"  chap.  xii.  ;  Works,  vol.  iv.,  pp.  749,  750.  Oxford,  1843  ; 
and  "Distinction  of  Sacrifice,"  §  xi.  ;  Works,  vol.  v.,  pp.  269-70). 

Father  Brandi  seems  wisely  to  avoid  the  argument  from  "  Ob 
lations,"  falling  back  on  the  uncertainties  connected  with  what  he 
regards  as  "  a  doubtful  passage  of  certain  canons,  probably  apo 
cryphal  or  interpolated  "  ("Last  Word  on  Anglican  Ordinations," 
p.  94).  He  claims  for  the  canons,  however,  that  (in  the  case  of 
priesthood  and  Episcopate)  "in  specifically  mentioning  the  order 
to  be  conferred,  they  conform  exactly  to  the  type  of  all  the  other 
liturgies  "  (p.  95).  But  this  argument  requires  that  we  should 
give  to  Presbyter  the  full  sacrificial  and  Romish  sense  of  Sacerdos 
(see  "  Achelis,"  p.  61),  which  some  will  doubtless  regard  as  an 
anachronism  (see  below,  p.  75,  and  the  "  Responsio,"  p.  19). 
Otherwise,  the  words  of  the  prayer  will  still  fall  under  the  con 
demnation  which  the  Papal  Bull  aims  at  the  words  of  our  English 
Ordinal:  "  Minime  sane  significant  definite  ordinem  sacerdotii 
vel  ejus  gratiam  et  potestatem,  quae  praecipue  est  potestas  con- 
secrandi  et  offerendi  verum  corpus  et  sanguinem  Domini,  eo 
sacrificio,  quod  non  est  nuda  commemoratio  sacrificii  in  Cruce 
peracti  "  (p.  40 ;  edit.  Burns). 

"If,"  says  Professor  Swete,  "the  Roman  Church  had  valid 
orders  in  the  second  and  third  centuries,  when  her  ordination 
services  contained  no  explicit  references  to  sacrifice  and  sacer- 
dotium,  the  absence  of  such  references  in  the  English  Ordinal 
cannot  invalidate  our  Orders  now"  (On  the  Bull  "A  Curae," 
p.  19).  The  argument  is  surely  forcible  not  only  as  in  support  of 
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our  Orders,  but  as  against  the  corrupt  sacrificial  or  sacerdotal 
doctrine  which  our  Reformers  ex  industria  eliminated  from  our 
Ordinal. 

Thus  Bishop  Pilkington  argues  :  "  In  granting  these  old  bishops 
[St.  Edmund,  Lanfranc,  Anselm,  see  p.  484]  to  be  made  after  an 
other  sort  than  these  be  now,  what  harm  will  follow  ?  What 
ancienty  be  they  of  ?  All  since  the  Conquest,  and  not  past  five 
hundred  years  since.  Then  it  is  but  new  in  comparison  of  one 
thousand  five  hundred  and  fifty.  And  if  our  order  agree  with 
Christ's  doings  and  His  Apostles'  writings  better  than  theirs,  are 
we  to  blame  in  forsaking  them  and  following  Christ  and  His 
Apostles  ?  Or  are  we  to  be  counted  devisers  of  a  new  way,  when 
we  follow  that  which  is  a  thousand  years  older  than  theirs  ?  Nay, 
surely  their  devices  be  new,  and  we  restore  the  old  religion  again, 
practised  and  taught  by  Christ  and  His  Apostles,  which  they  have 
defaced  with  their  new  devised  superstition  and  popery  "  (Bishop 
Pilkington,  Works,  p.  579,  P.S.). 

"  Dionysius  Areopagus,  as  he  is  commonly  called  .  .  .  says  in 
his  book  (if  it  be  his  book,  as  they  say  it  is),  that  '  in  making  their 
priests  and  bishops  in  his  time  they  used  no  more  ceremonies 
than  to  bring  him  that  was  to  be  called  a  bishop  to  kneel  afore 
the  altar,  to  lay  the  Bible  on  his  head,  and  the  bishop  his  hands 
also,  with  certain  prayers  and  salutations.  This  simple  fashion 
was  used  of  old  time,  without  any  further  ado"  (ibid.,  p.  585). 
See  Covel's  "  Greek  Church,"  pp.  197-199. 

And  Ridley  had  written  :  "As  for  those  sacramental  words  of 
the  order  of  priesthood,  to  have  authority  to  sacrifice  both  for  the 
quick  and  the  dead,  I  ween,  Peter  and  Paul  (if  they  were  both 
alive)  were  not  able  to  prove  that  ever  Christ  gave  them  such 
authority,  or  ever  said  any  such  words  unto  them  "  (Works, 
p.  19,  P.S.). 

NOTE  B  (see  p.  24). 

ON  THE  MEANING   OF   THE    EXPRESSION    "  SACRIFICE   OF   PRAISE  AND 
THANKSGIVING  "  IN  THE  FIRST  POST-COMMUNION  PRAYER. 

MR.  SCUDAMORE  says:  "By  some  writers  of  credit  it  [the  first 
Post-Communion  Prayer]  has  itself  been  called  the  Prayer  of  Ob 
lation  of  the  English  Liturgy.  This,  however,  is  a  mistake.  If 
such  had  been  the  intention,  it  is  very  improbable  that  it  would 
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have  been  put  in  the  Post-Communion,  and  it  is  certain  that  its 
use  would  not  have  been  left  to  the  option  of  the  celebrant" 
("  Not.  Euch.,"  p.  677,  ist  edit.  ;  p.  770,  2nd  edit.). 

Mr.  Scudamore  himself,  however,  connects  the  sacrifice  of 
praise  and  thanksgiving  "with  the  material  oblation,"  appealing 
to  the  Liturgy  of  Jerusalem  (which  might  much  rather,  I  believe, 
be  called  as  a  witness  on  the  other  side — see  "  Recent  Teachings 
on  Eucharistic  Sacrifice/'  p.  19)  and  to  the  language  of  Ridley 
(whose  meaning  has  certainly  been  misunderstood — see  ibid., 
p.  17). 

In  the  letter  of  the  Primates,  it  is  said  :  "  Nomen  [sacrificium 
laudis]  ex  veteri  versione  Latina  est  (vide  Pentateuchum  Lug- 
dunensem)  quod  ab  Hieronymo  '  pro  gratiarum  actione  oblatio  ' 
vel  '  hostia  gratiarum'  redditur  (Levit.  vii.  12,  13).  Unde  in 
liturgia  nostra  ambo  conjunguntur :  'this  our  sacrifice  of  praise 
and  thanksgiving'"  (p.  ij). 

But  this  can  hardly  be  intended  to  mean  that  the  words,  as  in 
serted  in  our  Liturgy  by  our  Reformers,  were  a  designed  conflation 
of  the  two  Latin  versions. 

It  is  far  more  probable  that  the  combination  of  the  words 
"praise  and  thanksgiving"  was  intended  to  embody  the  two  ideas 
conveyed  by  the  two  words  used  in  the  narrative  of  the  Lord's 
Supper.  This  view  may  be  supported  by  the  words  of  Cranmer  : 
"Therefore,  at  His  Last  Supper,  although  Christ  made  unto  His 
Father  sacrifices  of  lauds  and  thanksgiving,  as  these  words 
ei^apioTTjo-as  and  vpvrjcravres  do  declare,  yet  He  made  there  no 
sacrifice  propitiatory  "  ("On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  359,  P.S.).  See 
also  Payne  in  Gibson's  "Preservative,"  vol.  vi.,  p.  252.  London, 
1848. 

The  two  words  in  the  same  combination  are  constantly  recur 
ring  in  the  writings  of  our  Reformers,  who  herein  were  following 
the  "  Sacrificium  laudis  et  gratiarum  actionis "  of  St.  Augustin 
(see  Jewel's  Works,  ii.,  p.  723,  P.S.). 

We  find  the  ipsissima  verba  of  the  post-communion  prayer  in 
Becon's  "  Pathway  unto  Prayer,"  the  first  edition  of  which  was 
published  (though  without  date)  ten  years  before  the  expression 
was  adopted  in  our  Liturgy  (see  Becon's  Works,  vol.  i.,  p.  xvi,  P.S. 
edit.).  He  says  :  "  Do  not  all  these  sayings  declare  manifestly 
that  the  most  acceptable  to  God  is  the  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanks 
giving  ?"  (p.  185).  Compare  pp.  298,  299,  from  "  David's  Harp," 
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which  was  published  in  the  same  year  (see  also  Jewel's  Works,  ii., 

PP-  735,  737,  P-S.)- 

So  Ridley  in  1550  explains  the  use  of  the  word  altar  in  the 
Book  of  1549,  "for  that  there  is  offered  the  same  sacrifice  of  praise 
and  thanksgiving"  (Works,  p.  322,  P.S.).  And  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  Ridley  was  afterwards  on  the  commission  which  in 
serted  this  expression  in  the  Book  of  1552. 

Moreover,  the  addition  of  "thanksgiving"  would  tend  to  throw 
off  the  superstitious  notions  which  had  attached  themselves  to  the 
"sacrificium  laudis  "  of  the  Sarum  Missal  (see  Burbidge's  "Lit 
urgies  and  Offices,"  p.  97). 

No  support,  I  believe,  can  be  found  in  the  writings  of  our  Re 
formers  for  any  connection  of  the  words  with  anything  on  the 
Holy  Table  (see  Becon,  Works,  P.S.,  vol.  i.,  pp.  298,  299  ;  Cooper, 
pp.  87,  91,92;  2  Fulke,  "Answer,"  p.  245;  2  Hooper,  pp.  525, 
526;  i  Latimer,  "Sermons,"  p.  445;  and  specially  Cranmer, 
"  On  Lord's  Supper,"  pp.  352,  361,  362). 

But  there  is  nothing  in  this  to  hinder  our  recognising  in  the 
Communion  Service  as  a  whole  a  true  sacrifice  of  praise  (see 
Cranmer,  "  On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  352;  and  Burnet's  "  Vindication," 
pp.  46,  47).  Ridley  said:  "Yet  is  the  Communion  an  acceptable 
sacrifice  to  God  of  praise  and  thanksgiving  "  (Works,  P.S.,  p.  275). 

Harding  insisted:  "This  may  be  noted,  that  the  sacrifice  of 
the  Church  is  not  thanksgiving  (as  our  new  masters  do  teach), 
but  the*body  of  Christ  itself."  To  which  Bishop  Jewel  answered: 
"  Certainly  our  sacrifice  is  the  very  body  of  Christ.  .  .  .  For  the 
same,  it  is  our  part  to  offer  unto  God  our  sacrifice  of  praise  and 
thanksgiving.  And  this  is  the  doctrine,  not  only  of  them  whom 
it  liketh  Mr.  Harding  to  call  new  masters,  but  also  of  the  oldest 
and  most  Catholic  doctors  of  the  Church.  And  to  allege  one  in 
stead  of  many,  St.  Augustine  writeth  thus  :  '  In  illis  carnalibus 
victimis  figuratio  fuit  carnis  .  .  .  quam  [Christus]  .  .  .  fuerat 
oblaturus  .  .  .  In  isto  auteni  sacrificio  est  gratiarum  actio,  et  com- 
memoratio  carnis  .  .  .  quam  pro  nobis  obtulit '  "  (Jewel's  Works,  P.S., 
vol.  i.,  p.  491).  Again:  "This  remembrance  and  oblation  of 
praises  and  rendering  of  thanks  unto  God  for  our  Redemption  in 
the  blood  of  Christ  is  called  of  the  old  fathers  '  an  unbloody 
sacrifice,'  and  of  St.  Augustine  'the  sacrifice  of  the  New  Testa 
ment  ' "  (vol.  ii.,  p.  735).  The  reference  is  to  "  De  Grat.  Nov. 
Test.,"c.  xviii. :  "  Ut  ostenderet  sacrificium  Novi  Testamenti.  .  .  . 
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Immola,  inquit,  Deo  Sacrificium  laudis."  See  other  quotations 
on  pp.  734,  735-  Again  :  "True  it  is,  the  ministration  of  the  Holy 
Communion  is  oftentimes  of  the  old  learned  fathers  called  a 
sacrifice,  not  for  that  they  thought  the  priest  had  authority  to 
sacrifice  the  Son  of  God,  but  for  that  therein  we  offer  up  unto 
God  thanks  and  praises  for  that  great  sacrifice  once  made  upon 
the  Cross  "  (ibid.,  p.  716). 

It  is  much  more  likely  that  the  "Sacrificium  laudis"  of  the 
Western  Liturgies  was  simply  the  equivalent  of  the  dva-ia  alveaeois 
of  the  Eastern,  than  that  it  was  originally  intended  to  indicate 
anything  like  the  survival  in  the  Christian  Church  of  the  material 
peace-offering  or  thank-offering  (name  and  thing)  of  the  ceremonial 
law. 

There  are,  indeed,  clear  indications  that  the  Greek  6v<ria  alvfvfais 
had  been  sometimes  used  to  signify  the  Levitical  thank-offering. 

In  2  Chron.  xxix.  31  we  have,  (pepere  6va-ias  aJLveaeas  els  O'IKOV 
Kvpiov,  which  is  followed  by  KOI  avrjvcyKfv  ^  fKK\ij<ria  dva-ias  KOI 
alvto-eis  fls  OLK.OV  Kvpiov.  And  this  is  thus  rendered  in  the  Vulgate  : 
"  Offerte  victimas,  et  laudes  in  domo  Domini.  Obtulit  ergo  uni- 
versa  multitudo  hostias,  et  laudes." 

In  2  Chron.  xxxiii.  16  we  have  in  the  LXX.,  edvcriaa-fv  eV  avro 
dvo-iav  (rutrrjpiov  KOI  alveo-fos ',  which  is  translated  by  Jerome,  "Im- 
molavit  super  illud  victimas,  et  pacifica,  et  laudem." 

In  I  Mac.  iv.  56  we  have,  TrpocrrjVfyKav  oXoKavTcafiara  /xer' 
fi>(ppo(TvvT)s,  KOI  fdvtrav  Qvcriav  crwTrjpiov  KOL  alvea-fats. 

It  will  be  found,  however,  that  the  term  Bvtrla  alvtcrems  is  never 
applied  by  the  LXX.  to  the  peace-offering  in  the  Pentateuch, 
with  the  single  exception  of  Lev.  vii.  2  (12),  where  it  seems  rather 
the  explanation  of  the  dvaria  aarrjpiov  of  ver.  i  (i  i).  See  ver.  5  (15), 
where  we  have  ra  <pea  dva-ias  ati/e'creoos  a-^Trjplov.  But  what  is  speci 
ally  to  be  noticed  is  this — that  it  is  elsewhere  used  by  the  LXX.  in 
those  places  where  the  teaching  is  evidently  intended  to  raise  the 
heart  far  above  all  material  offerings,  though  such  offerings  may 
perhaps  be  connoted.  And  in  these  places  the  Vulgate  translates 
"Sacrificium  laudis,"  as  does  also  the  version  of  Cyprian  (see  his 
"  Testim.  adv.  Jud."  lib.  i.,  cap.  xvi.,  and  lib.  iii.,  cap.  xxx.).  It  is 
so,  e.g.,  in  Ps.  xlix.  (1.)  14  and  23;  Ps.  cvi.  (cvii.)  22.  See  also 
Ps.  cxv.  (cxvi.)  17,  where  the  same  words  in  the  LXX.  are 
rendered  "  hostiam  laudis"  in  the  Vulgate  (which  is  the  phrase  in 
constant  use  in  the  Sacramentary  of  Leo).  Cf.  Tertullian, 
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"  Sacrificia  spiritualia  laudis  "  ("  Adv.  Jud.,"  cap.  v.,  Op.,  p.  188. 
Ed.  Rigalt,  1689.)  And  in  connection  with  this,  it  is  most  im 
portant  to  note  that  the  Qwia  atveVews  of  Heb.  xiii.  15  is  hostia 
laudis  in  the  Vulgate.  This  may  surely  be  regarded  as  the 
starting-point  of  the  phrase  in  the  use  of  the  Christian  Church. 

And  the  explanatory  quotation  there  from  the  LXX.  of  Hos. 
xiv.  3  sufficiently  indicates  that  the  idea  conveyed  is  something 
raised  altogether  to  a  much  higher  level  than  the  notion  of  any 
material  sacrifice.  Mark  the  words  rovr'  eort,  KapTrbv  ^eiXecoi/  K.T.\. 
Compare  Jonah  ii.  IO,  'Eya>  8f  p-tra  (fxavrjs  alvecrfcas  Km  e£op,o\oyr](Te(os 
dv<T(a  crot ;  and  Ps.  xxvi.  6,  7,  KVK\<a(ra>  TO  GvfnatTTr^piov  crov  Kupie, 
TOV  (\Kovcrai  (fxavrjs  aive<rfa>s,  KOI  8irjyr](racrdai:  Trdvra  ru  davpacrid 
o-ov.  See  especially  Chrysos.  in  "  Ep.  ad  Heb./'  cap.  vi.,  Horn. 
XI.  (Op.,  torn,  xii.,  p.  115,  Ed.  Montfaucon,  Paris,  1735),  which 
most  clearly  sets  the  seal  of  purely  spiritual  sense  on  dva-La 
alvea-f<i)s,  as  also  does  his  exposition  of  xiii.  15,  p.  308.  See 
also  "  Recent  Teachings  concerning  Eucharistic  Sacrifice,"  pp. 
19,  20,  and  Suicer,  v.  6v<ria,  c.  1425,  lit.  c.,  where  the  quotations 
given  from  Justin  Martyr,  Gregory  Nazian.,  Eusebius,  Chrysos- 
tom,  and  Clemens  Alex,  furnish  valuable  evidence  of  the  distinctly 
spiritual  sense  in  which  dvcria  alvfa-ecas  was  understood  in  the  Early 
Eastern  Church. 

To  this  should  be  added,  as  clear  evidence  for  the  Western 
Church,  the  following  from  Augustin  :  "  Manibus  non  offerimus 
carnem,  sed  corde  et  ore  offerimus  laudem,  secundum  illud  in 
Psalmo,  Immola  Deo  sacrificium  laudis"  ("Tract.  Adv.  Judseos/' 
cap.  ix.,  §  12,  Op.,  torn,  viii.,  c.  38,  Paris,  1688). 

The  expression  "  hostia  gratiarum,"  which  is  quoted  from  the 
Vulgate  of  Lev.  vii.  13,  is  followed  immediately  by  the  words  "  quae 
immolatur  pro  pacificis,"  and  it  is,  I  believe,  nowhere  else  used 
by  Jerome  to  signify  a  peace-offering.  He  usually  translates 
' '  hostias  pacificse,"  or  "  hostiae  pacificorum,"  or  ' '  victimas  paci- 
ficae,"  or  "  victimse  pacificorum,"  or  simply  "  pacifica,"  or  "pro 
pacificis,"  or  "  hostiae  salutariae."  In  Prov.  vii.  14  he  has  "  victimae 
pro  salute." 

So  also,  I  rather  think,  the  "  sacrificium  laudis  "  (as  signifying  a 
peace-offering)  of  the  ancient  Latin  version  (in  the  Lyons  Penta 
teuch)  is  found  only  in  Lev.  vii.  13. 
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NOTE  C  (see  p.  34). 

ON  THE  OMISSION  OF  THE  "  PORRECTIO    INSTRUMENTORUM  "  AND  OF 
THE   ACCOMPANYING    "FORMULA." 

THIS  formula  [accipe  potestatem  offerre  sacrificium,  etc.]  ac 
companies  the  tradition  of  the  paten,  "cum  oblatis,"  and  the 
chalice,  "cum  vino,"  which  was  apparently  declared  by  Pope 
Eugenius  IV.  (A.D.  1439),  in  the  decree  "  Exultate  Deo/' to  be  the 
materia  of  the  Sacrament  of  Orders.  His  words  are:  "  Sextum 
Sacramentum  est  Ordinis,  cujus  materia  est  illud,  per  cujus  tra- 
ditionem  confertur  ordo,  sicut  presbyteratus  traditur,  per  calicis 
cum  vino,  et  patenae  cum  pane  porrectionem." 

But  neither  this  porrectio  instrumentorum,  nor  the  words  of  the 
accompanying  formula,  nor  of  the  other  rejected  formula,  can 
make  any  good  claim  to  have  formed  any  part  of  any  early  rite. 

The  Bull  of  Pope  Leo  accordingly  seems  to  contradict  the  de 
cree  of  Eugenius,  where  it  says  (p.  39)  :  "  Idque  in  sacramento 
Ordinis  manifestius  apparet,  cujus  conferendi  materia,  quatenus 
hoc  loco  se  dat  considerandam,  est  manuum  impositio  ;  quse  quidem 
nihil  definitum  per  se  significat,  et  asque  ad  quosdam  Ordines, 
seque  ad  Confirmationem  usurpatur." 

Doubtless  Pope  Leo  was  sensible  of  the  unwisdom  of  attempting 
to  maintain  a  position  which  the  learned  researches  of  Roman 
Catholic  divines  have  shown  to  be  so  precarious,  if  not  utterly 
untenable. 

Maldonatus  wrote:  "Veterem  Ecclesiam  nunquam  ordinasse 
sine  impositione  manuum,  ex  omnibus  auctoribus  antiquis 
perspicuum  est.  De  traditione  autem  calicis  et  hostise  nulla  est 
mentio  apud  illos"  (see  Cosin's  Works,  vol.  iv.,  p.  263,  A.C.L.). 

Morinus  says  :  "  Postrema  opinio  ea  est,  quse  materiam  sacer- 
dotii  constituit  solam  manuum  impositionem.  Hanc  solam  omnis 
Ecclesia,  Latina,  Graeca,  Barbara  semper  agnovit.  Hanc  solam 
commemorant  omnes  antiqui  Rituales,  Latini,  Graeci ;  omnes 
antiqui  et  recentiores  Patres,  Grasci,  Latini"  ("  De  Sac.  Ord.," 
Pars.  III.,  Exercit.  VII.,  cap.  i.,  p.  103.  Antwerp,  1685.) 

Martene  says  :  "  Non  satis  videtur  certa  ea  scholasticorum 
theologorum  opinio,  quas  materiam  presbyteratus  in  traditione 
calicis  et  patenae  constituit.  .  .  .  Nam  omnes  antiqui  libri  Rituales 
ante  annos  800  scripti  hanc  calicis  traditionem  constanter  praster- 
mittunt"  ("  De  Ant.  EC.  Rit.,"  torn,  ii.,  c.  65).  He  adds  :  "  Cum 
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igitur  materia  presbyteratus  dici  non  possit  traditio  mstrumen- 
torum,  nee  consequenter  forma  verba  ilia  solemnia,  quae  tune  pro- 
fert  cum  ilia  tradit  Episcopus  ;  restat,  ut  totam  ejus  essentiam  in 
impositione  manuum  et  orationibus,  quas  consequenter  recitantur, 
tertia  prassertim  prolixa,  quas  per  modum  prasfationis  cantatur, 
in  antiquis  Pontificalibus  Consecratio  dicta,  constituamus.  Hanc 
solam  hactenus  agnoscunt  omnes  orientales,  hanc  solam  Patres 
antiqui,  hanc  solam  Scriptura "  (lib.  i.,  cap.  viii.,  art.  ix.,  § 
xviii.). 

Mr.  Maskell  says :  "  No  mention  of  this  rite  [the  porrectio  instru- 
mentoruni]  is  made  in  the  English  pontificals  before  the  eleventh 
century.  Nor  is  it  to  be  found  in  the  early  sacramentaries  of 
Gelasius  or  Gregory  ;  or  in  the  often-quoted  Canons  of  the  fourth 
Carthaginian  Council  "  ("  Mon.  Kit.,"  iii.,  p.  214  ;  on  these  Canons, 
see  Hefele,  "  Hist,  of  Councils,"  English  Translation,  vol.  ii., 
p.  409). 

The  process  by  which  these  accretions  had  found  their  way 
into  the  Ordinal  may  well  be  illustrated  by  the  following  words 
of  Morinus  (written  with  reference  to  the  writings  of  the  Pseudo- 
Dionysius)  :  "Gliscunt  et  in  hominum  mentes  facillime  sese 
insinuant  istse  fabellas.  Nam  doctrinas,  pietatis,  religionis  plerasque 
speciem  habent.  Quis  autem  est,  qui  non  ista  lubens  ambabus 
manibus  amplectatur,  atque  etiam  veneretur  ?  Malum  autem 
iis  insitum  conspicere  quis  potis  est  ?  non  unus  ex  mille.  .  .  . 
Plerseque  autem  ejusmodi  fabellas  ita  fortunatas  fuerunt,  ut  iis 
seculis  exortas  sint,  quibus  istorum  argumentorum  versandorum 
nulla  erat  peritia  :  Ideo  eas  statim  omnes  amplexi  sunt,  et  de- 
osculati,  quamvis  in  eis  nulla  esset  et  rationis,  et  veritatis  intelli- 
gentia.  Postquam  autem  hominum  animos  pervasit  ista  opinio, 
quod  statim  ab  iis  inventis  contigit,  non  fuit*  amplius  integrum 
viris  doctis  contra  niti.  Quare  adagione  nostra  [malum  bene  condi- 
tum  ne  moveas]  usi,  malum  bene  jacens  eorum  plerique  quietum 
dimiserunt  "  (Morinus,  "  De  Sac.  Ordin.,"pars.  ii.,  cap.  i.,  p.  23. 
Antw.,  1685.  See  also  Exercit.  VII.,  p.  105.) 

The  origin  of  this  ceremony  may  perhaps  be  traced  to  the  "  Ordo, 
qualiter  in  Rom.  Ecclesia  Sacri  Ordines  fiunt."  Here  we  find  this 
direction  ("  Expletis  omnibus,  Missaque  rite  completa  ")  :  "  Ponti- 
fex  autem  donet  eis  Sacerdotalia  indumenta,  et  ministeria  Missas, 
aurum  vel  argentum,  vinum,  frumentum  et  oleum  "  (Hittorpius, 
"Ordo  Rom./'  p.  64.  Rome,  1591.)  It  is  of  uncertain  date,  but 
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certainly  ancient.  It  is  Mabillon's  "  Ordo  IX."  (see  "Museum 
Italicum,"  torn,  ii.,  p.  91.  Paris,  1724.)  It  is  "distinctively 
Roman,"  as  Dr.  Hatch  has  pointed  out  in  "  Dictionary  of  Christian 
Antiquities,"  vol.  ii.,  pp.  1498,  1515. 

The  tradition  of  the  instruments  is  not  found  in  the  "Ordo," 
which  Muratori  ascribes  to  the  tenth  century  ("  Liturgia  Romana," 
torn,  ii.,  c.  413,  414,  and  c.  405.  Venice,  1748.)  It  is  found,  how 
ever,  in  the  ancient  Pontifical  which  follows  (see  c.  429). 
Doubtless  the  advisers  of  the  Primates  have  rightly  assigned  to 
this  a  later  date,  seeing  it  is  truly  said  in  the  "  Responsio "  : 
"  Porrectio  instrumentorum,  ut  satis  notum,  ex  formulis  ordinum 
minorum  fluxit,  et  Pontificalibus  ante  sseculum  XI.  incognita  fuit, 
quo  tempore  a  Scriptoribus  primum  memorari  videtur"  (p.  29). 
Compare  Morinus,  Pars  iii.,  Exercit.  VII.,  "  De  Presb.,"  cap.  i., 
pp.  105,  106. 

NOTE  D  (p.  35). 

ON  THE  INFLUENCE  UPON  OUR  ORDINAL  OF  THE  VIEWS  AND 
INTENTIONS  OF  BUCER  AND  CRANMER. 

THE  address  referred  to  in  the  text,  addressed  by  the  Bishop  to 
those  about  to  be  admitted  to  Priests'  Orders,,  appears  to  be 
freely  rendered  from  the  Latin  of  the  "  Ratio  ordinandi,"  which 
is  found  in  Bucer's  "  Scripta  Anglicana,"  p.  255,  sqq.  And  a 
learned  writer  in  the  Church  Quarterly  Review  (April,  1897,  p.  131, 
sqq.)  has  made  a  very  interesting  comparison  of  this  form  with 
our  English  Ordinal.  And  we  can  very  readily  join  with  this 
writer  in  appreciating  the  value  of  the  additions  "supplied  from 
the  ancient  Catholic  forms"  (p.  139). 

But  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  any  argument  can  be  drawn  in 
favour  of  a  sacrificial  sacerdotium  from  the  evidence  of  Bucer's 
influence  in  view  either  of  what  may  have  been  accepted  from 
him  or  rejected. 

Notwithstanding  Bucer's  eccentric  views  on  the  subject  of  the 
Communion,  no  one  at  all  conversant  with  his  writings  can  have 
any  doubt  as  to  his  views  on  the  sacrifice  and  the  sacerdotium  of 
the  Romish  Church  (see  e.g.,  Canon  Estcourt's  "  Question  of  Angl. 
Ord.,"p.  267). 

The  question  of  his  approval  of  the  revised  Prayer- Book  of 
1552  (for  which  the  writer  refers  to  Gasquet's  "  Edward  VI.," 
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p.  299)  was  only  the  question  (in  his  mind)  of  its  expediency  at  a 
time  when  he  thought  the  people  had  not  been  prepared  by 
"sufficient  preliminary  instruction." 

The  writer  (in  p.  126)  asks  whether  "  it  is  likely  that  Cranmer, 
having  in  the  early  part  of  the  year  (1549)  put  forth  a  book  which 
made  a  sacrifice  and  required  a  priest,  would  in  the  later  part  of 
it  impose  an  Ordinal,  intended  to  make,  not  a  priest,  but  a  Gospel 
minister."  But  it  will  be  found  that  Cranmer,  in  the  Prayer-Book 
of  1549,  had  no  idea  of  making  a  sacrifice  or  requiring  a  priest — in 
the  (so-called)  Catholic  sense  (see  "  Vox  Liturgiae  Anglicanae," 
pp.  6,  7,  ii,  23). 

The  same  writer  (p.  127),  acknowledging  the  error  of  saying 
(with  S.  P.C.K.  writer,  No.  XIX.,  p.  27)  that  Cranmer  did  retain 
the  medieval  Ordinal  translated  and  simplified,  says  :  "  But  we  can 
show  very  plainly  that  his  determination,  consented  to  by  the 
Bishops  of  all  parties,  to  have  a  new  one,  did  not  in  the  least  imply 
any  intention  to  disuse  the  Catholic  priesthood."  But  this  truth 
does  not  in  the  least  imply  that  he  had  not  the  intention  of  divest 
ing  that  priesthood  of  all  sacrificial  sacerdotium,  for  that  intention 
he  certainly  had. 

Indeed,  I  can  hardly  doubt  that  the  writer  himself  will  be  will 
ing  to  acknowledge  this,  if  he  will  read  Cranmer's  answer  to 
Gardiner's  "Confutation  of  the  Fifth  Book"  (1551),  which  will 
be  found  in  the  Parker  Society's  edition  of  Cranmer's  Works,  i., 
pp.  345-367;  and  in  Jenkyns's  edition,  vol.  iii.,  pp.  529-554. 

It  must  suffice  here  to  give  a  few  samples  of  the  teaching  which 
will  be  found  abundantly  throughout  the  book  : 

"  All  popish  priests  that  presume  to  make  every  day  a  sacrifice 
of  Christ,  either  must  they  needs  make  Christ's  sacrifice  vain,  im 
perfect,  and  unsufficient,  or  else  is  their  sacrifice  in  vain  which  is 
added  to  the  sacrifice,  which  is  already  of  itself  sufficient  and  per 
fect  "  (p.  348,  P.  S.). 

"  Forasmuch  as  in  such  Masses  is  manifest  wickedness  and 
idolatry,  wherein  the  priest  alone  maketh  oblation  satisfactory, 
and  applieth  the  same  for  the  quick  and  the  dead  at  his  will  and 
pleasure,  all  such  popish  Masses  are  to  be  clearly  taken  away  out 
of  Christian  Churches,  and  the  true  use  of  the  Lord's  Supper  is  to 
be  restored  again,  wherein  godly  people  assembled  together  may 
receive  the  Sacrament  every  man  for  himself,  to  declare  that  he 
remembereth  what  benefit  he  hath  received  by  the  death  of  Christ, 
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and  to  testify  that  he  is  a  member  of  Christ's  body,  fed  with  His 
flesh,  and  drinking  His  blood  spiritually"  (pp.  349,  35°>  p-s-)- 

"The  difference  that  is  between  the  priest  and  the  layman  in 
this  matter  is  only  in  the  ministration  :  that  the  priest,  as  a  com 
mon  minister  of  the  Church,  doth  minister  and  distribute  the 
Lord's  Supper  unto  other,  and  other  receive  it  at  his  hands" 
(p.  350,  P.S.). 

"  As  for  the  saying  or  singing  of  the  Mass  by  the  priest,  as  it 
was  in  time  past  used,  it  is  neither  a  sacrifice  propitiatory,  nor  yet 
a  sacrifice  of  laud  and  praise,  nor  in  anywise  allowed  before  God, 
but  abominable  and  detestable  "  (p.  352,  P.S.). 

"When  the  old  Fathers  call  the  Mass  or  Supper  of  the  Lord  a 
sacrifice,  they  meant  that  it  was  a  sacrifice  of  lauds  and  thanks 
giving  (and  so  as  well  the  people  as  the  priest  do  sacrifice),  or  else 
that  it  was  a  remembrance  of  the  very  true  sacrifice  propitiatory 
of  Christ ;  but  they  meant  in  no  wise  that  it  is  a  very  true  sacri 
fice  for  sin,  and  applicable  by  the  priest  to  the  quick  and  dead  " 
(p.  353,  P.S.). 

The  excuse  of  the  Papists  that  they  only  "  make  the  self-same 
sacrifice  for  sin  that  Christ  Himself  made,"  will  be  found  to  be 
answered  in  pp.  348,  349. 

But  perhaps  the  most  distinct  evidence  of  Cranmer's  intention 
and  set  purpose  of  divesting  the  priesthood  of  the  mediaeval  sacer- 
dotium,  will  be  found  in  the  Preface  to  the  original  edition  (issued 
two  years  before  the  revised  Ordinal)  of  the  "  Defence  of  the  True 
and  Catholic  Doctrine  "  (1550),  from  which  the  following  quotation 
will  suffice  : 

"  But  what  availeth  it  to  take  away  beads,  pardons,  pilgrimages, 
and  such  other  like  Popery,  so  long  as  two  chief  roots  remain  un- 
pulled  up,  whereof,  so  long  as  they  remain,  will  spring  again  all 
former  impediments  of  the  Lord's  harvest  and  corruption  of  His 
flock  ?  The  rest  is  but  branches  and  leaves,  the  cutting  away 
whereof  is  but  like  topping  and  lopping  off  a  tree,  or  cutting  down 
of  weeds,  leaving  the  body  standing  and  the  roots  in  the  ground  ; 
but  the  very  body  of  the  tree,  or,  rather,  the  roots  of  the  weeds, 
is  the  Popish  doctrine  of  transubstantiation,  of  the  Real  Presence 
of  Christ's  flesh  and  blood  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Altar  (as  they 
call  it),  and  of  the  sacrifice  and  oblation  of  Christ  made  by  the 
priest  for  the  salvation  of  the  quick  and  the  dead,  which  roots,  if 
they  be  permitted  to  grow  in  the  Lord's  vineyard,  they  will  over- 
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spread  all  the  ground  again  with  the  old  errors  and  supersti 
tions. 

"These  injuries  to  Christ  be  so  intolerable,  that  no  Christian 
heart  can  willingly  bear  them.  Wherefore,  seeing  that  many 
have  set  to  their  hands  and  whetted  their  tools  to  pluck  up  the 
weeds  and  to  cut  down  the  tree  of  error,  I,  not  knowing  otherwise 
how  to  excuse  myself  at  the  last  day,  have  in  this  book  set  to  my 
hand  and  axe  with  the  rest  to  cut  down  this  tree,  and  to  pluck  up 
the  weeds  and  plants  by  the  roots,  which  our  heavenly  Father 
never  planted,  but  were  grafted  and  sown  in  His  vineyard  by  His 
adversary  the  devil,  and  anti-Christ,  his  minister.  The  Lord 
grant  that  this  my  travail  and  labour  in  His  vineyard  be  not  in 
vain,  but  that  it  may  prosper  and  bring  forth  good  fruits  to  His 
honour  and  glory.  For  when  I  see  the  vineyard  overgrown  with 
thorns,  brambles,  and  weeds,  I  know  that  everlasting  woe  apper- 
taineth  unto  me  if  I  hold  my  peace,  and  put  not  to  my  hands  and 
tongue  to  labour  in  purging  His  vineyard  "  (p.  6,  P.S.  edit.). 

NOTE  E  (see  p.  36). 

ON  THE  INTENTION  OF  THE  REFORMED  ORDINAL. 

A  RECENT  learned  writer,  after  quoting  the  Preface  to  our  Ordinal, 
has  thus  expressed  himself:  "Here,  then,  is  the  intention  of  the 
Ordinal  formally  expressed.  It  is  to  be  used  for  the  making  ofjiist 
such  bishops,  priests,  and  deacons  as  had  always  been  made.  The 
same  ministry  was  to  be  continued,  the  same  powers  conferred,  the 
same  functions  executed.  The  new  bishops,  priests,  and  deacons 
are  to  be  precisely  the  same  as  those  who  are  such  '  at  this  present ' ;' 
("Treatise  on  the  Bull  Apos.  Cure,"  S.P.C.K.,  p.  38). 

And  in  a  similar  sense  Bishop  Gore  writes  :  "The  English  Church 
had  a  serious  mind  to  continue  the  old  orders  in  the  Reformed 
Church  "  ("  Roman  Catholic  Claims,"  p.  158). 

But  supposing  this  interpretation  of  the  intention  of  the  Ordinal 
could  have  been  submitted  to  the  compilers  of  the  Ordinal,  is  there 
anyone  who  would  believe  for  a  moment  that  they  would  have 
accepted  such  an  interpretation  ?  Would  they  not  have  said, 
"  The  Ordinal  tells  its  own  tale.  Is  it  not  a  new  Ordinal  ?  And 
can  you  not  see  wherein  it  differs  from  the  old  ?  It  has  been 
formed  with  the  obvious  and  manifest  intention  of  divesting  the 
orders  of  the  powers  which  had  been  superstitiously  attributed  to 
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them,  and  refusing  to  allow  the  execution  of  the  same  sacerdotal 
functions  which  were  executed  in  times  past." 

What  would  Cranmer  have  said  to  such  an  argument  ?  Surely 
the  quotations  in  the  previous  Note  are  sufficient  answer  (pp.  72, 
73).  Yet  we  have  Strype's  authority  for  stating  that  he  had  a 
chief  hand  in  the  work  ("Memorials  of  Archbishop  Cranmer," 
book  ii.,  ch.  xi.,  p.  192.  London,  1694.)  And  if  this  preface  were 
not  (as  is  commonly  supposed — see  Walcott,  "On  Ord.,"  p.  291  ; 
Blunt's  "Annotated  C.P.B.,"  p.  535,  etc.)  from  his  own  pen,  it 
certainly  had  his  approval. 

To  suppose  that  because  we  desire  that  the  ancient  "  Orders 
may  be  continued,  and  reverently  used  and  esteemed  in  the  Church 
of  England,"  therefore  the  Church  of  England  must  intend  that 
her  priests  should  still  exercise  the  same  sacerdotal  functions — 
should  be  commissioned  to  offer  the  same  propitiatory  sacrifices 
for  sins  as  in  the  Middle  Ages,  is  to  argue  against  logic,  and  in 
defiance  of  history. 

What  would  Bishop  Jewel,  at  a  later  date,  have  said  to  such 
argument  ? 

We  may  judge  pretty  well  from  what  we  know  that  he  did  say. 

Thus,  when  Harding,  writing  against  Jewel's  "Apology," 
charged  us  with  having  "abandoned  the  external  sacrifice  and 
priesthood  of  the  New  Testament,"  and  asked,  "How  can  ye 
say  .  .  .  that  ye  have  any  lawful  ministers  at  all  ?  "  Jewel  wrote 
in  the  margin,  "  We  have  abandoned  neither  the  priesthood  nor 
the  sacrifice  that  Christ  appointed  "  (Jewel's  Works,  iii.,  p.  320, 
P.S.).  But  how  did  he  explain  his  meaning  as  to  sacrifice  ?  He 
said  :  "  We  have  the  sacrifice  of  prayer,  the  sacrifice  of  alms- 
deeds,  the  sacrifice  of  praise,  the  sacrifice  of  thanksgiving,  and  the 
sacrifice  of  the  death  of  Christ.  We  are  taught  to  present  our  own 
bodies  as  a  pure,  and  a  holy,  and  a  well-pleasing  sacrifice  unto  God, 
and  to  offer  up  unto  Him  the  burning  oblation  of  our  lips.  'These,' 
saith  St.  Paul, '  be  the  sacrifices  wherewith  God  is  pleased.'  These 
be  the  sacrifices  of  the  Church  of  God.  Whosoever  hath  these,  we 
cannot  say  he  is  void  of  sacrifice.  Howbeit,  if  we  speak  of  a  sacrifice 
propitiatory  for  the  satisfaction  of  sins,  we  have  none  other,  but 
only  Christ  Jesus  the  Son  of  God  upon  His  Cross"  (p.  336). 

\Vhy  should  it  be  thought  that  we  have  destroyed  the  continu 
ity  of  all  that  is  true  and  primitive  in  our  sacred  orders,  because 
we  have  divested  them  of  mediaeval  corruptions  ? 
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A  house  may  be  said  to  be  the  same  house  after  an  objection 
able  lean-to  of  later  date  has  been  removed. 

And  surely  we  may  truly  be  said  to  retain,  and  reverently  to  use 
and  esteem,  the  same  orders  after  we  have  removed  the  burden  of 
erroneous  and  strange  doctrines,  which  the  superstitions  of  many 
after  ages  had  gradually  laid  upon  them. 

It  is  true  that  "from  the  Apostles'  time  there  have  been  three 
orders  of  ministers  in  Christ's  Church" — Episcopi,  Presbyteri, 
Diaconi.  But  it  is  not  true  that  "from  the  Apostles'  time"  these 
orders  have  been  designated  as  Episcopi,  Sacerdotes,  Diaconi  (see 
Dr.  Swainson's  Letter  in  Guardian,  January  30,  1878).  Neither 
is  it  true  that  "  from  the  Apostles'  time  "  sacerdotal  functions  have 
been  assigned  to  any  of  them. 

Archdeacon  Mason  says:  "  Nos  .  .  .  ab  Ecclesia  Romana,  ad 
Anglicanam  redeuntes,  sacrificandi  potestatem,  nostra  opinione 
impiam  et  sacrilegam  deponere,  repudiare,  et  procul  a  se  ablegare 
debere  decernimus ;  verba  tamen  Evangelica  quae  illis  nobiscum 
sunt  communianon  reiteramus  "  ("  Vindicia?  Eccles.  Ang.,"lib.  v., 
cap.  14,  p.  673.  London,  1625.)  "  Munus  Ministeriale  in  Ecclesia 
primitiva  Episcopi  pure  et  integre  acceperunt,  pure  et  intemerate 
tradiderunt.  Exoriente  Papismo,  pure  et  sine  labe  acceperunt, 
impure  et  impie  tradiderunt.  Grassante  Papismo,  impure  et  sor- 
dide  acceperunt,  impure  et  flagitiose  tradiderunt.  E  nubibus, 
emergente  Evangelic,  impure  et  vitiose  acceperunt,  pure  et  invio 
late  tradiderunt.  Nunc,  Evangelic  tanquam  Sole  Meridiano  re- 
splendente,  quod  pure  et  sancte  accipiunt,  id  pure  et  illibate 
tradunt  "  (ibid.,  p.  676). 

Bishop  Gore  allows  that  "  it  is  only  towards  the  end  of  the 
second  century  that  sacerdotal  terms  begin  to  be  regularly  applied 
to  the  clergy"  ("  Church  and  Ministry,"  p.  196). 

This  is  a  simple  truth,  and  simple  truths  often  have  a  weight 
which  is  seldom  weighed.  The  method  by  which  Bishop  Gore 
would  endeavour  to  bring  this  simple  truth  into  harmony  with 
the  later  sacerdotalism  is  doubtless  the  best  that  can  be  devised. 
And  it  is  needless  to  say  that  it  is  set  forth  and  commended  with 
consummate  ability.  Yet  I  trust  I  may  be  forgiven  for  expressing 
a  doubt  whether  he  himself  can  be  fully  satisfied  with  it.  So  far 
as  it  follows  on  the  lines  of  Bellarmine,  it  is  ably  answered  by 
Bishop  Morton  (f'On  Euch.,"  book  vi.,  ch.  5,  §  15,  pp.  461,  462. 
Ed.  1635),  who  concludes  his  primary  argument  with  these  weighty 
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words:  "  If  the  Apostles  had  thought  the  Altar,  Priest,  Sacrifice 
to  be  essential  parts  of  Christian  religion,  they  neither  would  nor 
OUGHT,  to  have  concealed  the  words  and  names,  lest  thereby  they 
might  have  seemed  to  have  abhorred  the  proper  characters  of  our 
Christian  profession"  (p.  462).  (See  "Eucharistic  Presence," 
pp.  544,  545,  and  Brevint  as  quoted  in  "  Romish  Mass  and  English 
Church,1'  p.  100). 

And  this  truth  should  be  set  beside  another  simple  truth  which 
is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Scudamore  :  "  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
Eucharistic  commemoration  of  the  Sacrifice  of  Christ  was  spoken 
of  as  an  offering  before  the  third  century"  ("  Not.  Euch.,"  p.  12, 
2nd  Edit.).  "  At  first  the  rite  was  called  a  sacrifice,  because  of 
the  material  offerings  that  were  presented  at  it  "  (p.  14).  Let 
this  simple  truth  be  also  fairly  weighed,  and  it  will  not  be  out 
weighed  by  putting  in  the  opposite  scale  the  fact  that  the  new 
idea  soon  had  a  pre-eminence  conceded  to  its  claim,  and  that 
upon  this  followed  naturally  a  tendency  to  attribute  to  the  com 
memoration  or  memorial  the  efficacy  belonging  to  the  sacrifice 
commemorated  ;  and  that,  after  the  development  of  the  Paschasian 
doctrine  of  the  Presence,  this  efficacy  connected  itself  with  the 
sacerdotal  function  as  then  and  there  acting  upon  the  Body 
and  Blood  of  Christ  there  supposed  to  be  present  on  the  altar. 
(See  "Recent  Teachings  concerning  Eucharistic  Sacrifice," 
p.  n.) 

The  Archbishops  have  reminded  us  ("  Responsio,"  p.  19):  "In 
Sacramentario  veteri  Romano.  ...  In  Benedictione  autem 
'  sacerdotium  '  de  presbyteris  non  prasdicatur,  nee  quidquam  in 
orationum  serie  ilia  de  sacrificandi  potestate  .  .  .  dicitur.  .  .  . 
Sed  hsec  forma  sine  dubio  valida  est." 

Bishop  Burnet  has  argued  that  "the  power  they  give  in  the 
Ordination  of  Priests  of  offering  sacrifices  is  not  essential  to  it, 
but  only  a  rite  they  have  added  to  it  ;  the  want  whereof  can  be 
no  essential  defect,  and  so  can  never  annul  our  Orders.  ...  In 
all  the  ancient  Rituals  there  is  no  power  of  offering  propitiatory 
sacrifices  given  in  the  form  of  Ordination.  .  .  .  And  to  this  day 
in  the  Greek  Church  there  is  no  power  given  by  the  consecration 
to  offer  propitiatory  services.  ...  We  acknowledge  that  we  offer 
gifts  and  sacrifices  in  the  Holy  Eucharist ;  but  we  reject  propiti 
atory  ones,  and  these  words  [gifts  and  spiritual  sacrifices  in  the 
Greek  prayer]  do  not  at  all  import  them  "  ("  Vindication  of  Ord.," 
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pp.  48,  49.  London,  1677;  see  Puller's  "Moderation  of  the 
Church  of  England,"  pp.  193-197,  edit.  Eden.  London,  1870.) 

NOTE  F  (see  p.  40). 

ON  THE  USE  OF  THE  WORD  "  PRIEST  "  IN  THE  BOOK  OF  COMMON 
PRAYER,  IN  RELATION  TO  ITS  AVOIDANCE  IN  THE  TRANSLATIONS 
OF  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT. 

IN  the  reply  of  the  Archbishops  it  is  said  :  "  Nor  indeed  do  we 
avoid  the  term  sacerdos  and  its  correlatives,  either  in  the  Latin 
edition  of  the  'Book  of  Common  Prayer,  or  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
Sacraments  as  administered  in  the  Church/  published  in  1560,  in 
the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  nor  in  other  documents  written  in  Latin. 
That  this  was  not  done  without  intention  appears  from  the  fact 
that  in  our  translations  of  the  Bible  published  in  the  sixteenth 
century  the  work  lepevs  is  rendered  by  '  priest'  (the  word  which  is 
always  used  in  the  Anglican  Ordinal,  and  very  often  in  the  Com 
munion  Office  and  elsewhere),  while  irpea-fivrepos  is  translated 
'elder'  "  (p.  27). 

If  I  may  venture  without  presumption  to  say  so,  I  think  this 
statement,  though  perfectly  true,  is  capable  of  conveying  quite  an 
erroneous  impression. 

I  feel  sure  it  would  be  an  error  to  suppose  that  our  Reformers, 
recognising  the  sacerdotal  sense  of  priest  (as  evidenced  by  their 
translations),  used  the  word  in  the  Ordinal  and  Communal  Ser 
vices  with  the  intention  of  conveying  such  a  sacerdotal  sense. 
My  opinion  is  grounded  upon  two  facts  (the  statement  of  which 
will  bear,  I  believe,  a  close  examination)  : 

I.  As  regards  our  translations,  they  were  severely  attacked  by 
the  Romanists  for  this  very  reason  (among  others)  that  irpea-fivrepos 
is  not  translated  priest ;  and  they  were  defended  by  our  Reformers 
on  the  ground  that  there  are  no  priests  (in  the  strictly  sacerdotal 
sense)  in  the  New  Testament. 

II.  As  regards  the  use  of  the  word  "  priest  "  in  our  Prayer-Book 
and  Ordinal,  the  word  was  censured  by  the  Puritans ;  and  its  use 
was  defended  by  our  Reformers  (as  against  Papists  and  Puritans), 
not  on  the  ground  of  our  having  a  sacerdotium,  but  on  the  ground 
that  it  might  be  used  without  offence  in  a  loose  and  broad  sense 
(which  might  be  justified  by  the  language  of  the  prophet  Isaiah),  or 
as  an  abbreviation  of  the  word  presbyter  (which  was  not  then  in 
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common  use  in  English),  and  that  whatever  sacrificial  ideas  had 
formerly  attached  themselves  to  it  would  fall  away  with  the  rejec 
tion  of  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass.  As  far  as  I  know  (and  I  shall  be 
thankful  to  be  corrected  if  I  am  wrong),  it  was  never  alleged  in  its 
support  that  it  was  right  and  desirable  to  retain  the  word  because 
of  its  having  anything  of  a  sacrificial  sound  or  a  really  sacerdotal 
sense. 

Even  in  certain  Puritan  versions  of  the  Prayer-Book  (issued  in 
the  reign  of  Elizabeth)  the  word  "priest"  is  sometimes  found, 
though,  as  a  rule,  the  word  "minister"  is  substituted1 — a  word 
to  which  lay  this  obvious  and  serious  objection  :  that  it  failed  to 
differentiate  an  order  of  the  Christian  ministry  (see  Answers  of 
Bishops  in  CardwelFs  "  Conferences,"  p.  342),  and  to  distinguish 
what  did  not  appertain  to  the  office  of  a  deacon.  (See  "  Vox 
Liturgias  Anglicanas,"  p.  58.) 

I.  The  following  examples  may  be  cited  in  evidence  of  my  first 
statement — viz.,  that  our  translations,  condemned  by  the  Roman 
ists  for  rejecting  the  word  "  priests  "  in  the  New  Testament,  were 
defended  by  our  Reformers  on  the  ground  that  there  are  no  priests 
(properly  so  called)  in  the  New  Testament. 

(i)  "The  Obedience  of  a  Christian  Man"  was  published  by 
Tyndale  probably  in  December,  1527 — the  year  after  Wolsey  had 
publicly  burnt  many  "copies  of  his  version  of  the  Word  of  God  " 
(P.S.,  "  Doctrinal  Treatises,"  p.  xxxi).  It  is  a  book  which  created 
a  considerable  sensation  at  the  time  (ibid.,  pp.  129,  130). 

The  following  extract  is  to  our  purpose  : 

"  There  is  a  word  called  in  Latin  sacerdos,  in  Greek  hierens,  in 
Hebrew  cohen — that  is,  a  minister,  an  officer,  a  sacrificer  or  a 
priest ;  as  Aaron  was  a  priest,  and  sacrificed  for  the  people,  and 
was  a  mediator  between  God  and  them.  And  in  the  English, 
should  it  have  had  some  other  name  than  priest.  But  Anti-Christ 
hath  deceived  us  with  unknown  and  strange  terms  to  bring  us  into 
confusion  and  superstitious  blindness.  Of  that  manner  is  Christ  a 
priest  for  ever ;  and  all  we  priests  through  Him,  and  need  no  more 
of  any  such  priest  on  earth  to  be  a  mean  for  us  unto  God.  For 
Christ  hath  brought  us  all  into  the  inner  temple,  within  the  veil 
or  fore-hanging,  and  unto  the  mercy-stool  of  God,  and  hath 
coupled  us  unto  God,  where  we  offer  every  man  for  himself  the 

.S.  "Litur.  Eliz.,"  Pref.,  p.  xviii. 
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desires  and  petitions  of  his  heart,  and  sacrifice  and  kill  the  lusts 
and  appetites  of  his  flesh  with  prayer,  fasting,  and  all  manner  of 
godly  living. 

"  Another  word  is  there  in  Greek  called  presbyter,  in  Latin 
senior,  in  English  an  elder,  and  is  nothing  but  an  officer  to  teach, 
and  not  to  be  a  mediator  between  God  and  us.  This  needeth  no 
anointing  of  man.  They  of  the  Old  Testament  were  anointed  with 
oil,  to  signify  the  anointing  of  Christ,  and  of  us  through  Christ, 
with  the  Holy  Ghost "  (Tyndale,  "  Doctrinal  Treatises,"  P.S.,  pp. 
255,  256). 

In  connection  with  this  quotation  should  be  read  the  following 
note,  taken  from  the  Parker  Society's  edition,  p.  255  : 

"  Art.  IX.  of  heresies  and  errors  charged  against  Tyndale  is  : 
'  Every  man  is  a  priest,  and  we  need  no  other  priest  to  be  a  mean 
for  us  unto  God.'  Foxe  replies  to  this  by  giving  Tyndale's  own 
words,  with  a  note,  quoting  Rev.  i.  6,  '  Hath  made  us  kings  and 
priests  unto  God  and  His  Father.'  But  the  feeling  of  the  Com 
missioners  who  condemned  this  sentence  may  be  gathered  from 
the  remarks  of  Sir  Thos.  More,  who,  in  p.  66  of  his  '  Confutation 
of  Tyndale's  Answer '  to  him,  says  :  '  Tyndale  teacheth  plainly 
that  the  Blessed  Sacrament  is,  in  the  Mass,  no  Sacrifice,  none 
hoste,  nor  none  oblation,  by  which  abominable  heresy  he  taketh 
quite  away  the  very  special  profit  and  fruit  of  all  the  Mass.  These 
be  his  very  words '  "  (Tyndale's  "  Doctrinal  Treatises,"  p.  255, 
note). 

The  following  quotation  should  also  be  read  in  the  same  con 
nection  : 

"  By  a  priest,  then,  in  the  New  Testament,  understand  nothing 
but  an  elder  to  teach  the  younger,  and  to  bring  them  unto  the  full 
knowledge  and  understanding  of  Christ,  and  to  minister  the  Sacra 
ments  which  Christ  ordained,  which  is  also  nothing  but  to  preach 
Christ's  promises "  (Tyndale,  "  Doctrinal  Treatises,"  pp.  256, 

257)- 

(2)  In  1582  was  printed  at  Rheims  "A  Discovery  of  the  Mani 
fold  Corruptions  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  by  the  Heretics  of  Our 
Days,  specially  the  English  Sectaries."  The  author  was  Gregory 
Martin,  of  the  English  College  of  Rheims. 

He  was  answered  by  William  Fulke,  Master  of  Pembroke  Hall, 
Cambridge,  whose  "  Defence  of  the  English  Translations "  ap 
peared  in  1583. 
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In  1582  the  Papist  Martin  objects: 

"This  name  of  'priest'  and  'priesthood'  properly  so  called, 
as  St.  Augustine  saith,  which  is  an  order  distinct  from  the  laity 
and  vulgar  people,  ordained  to  offer  Christ  in  an  unbloody  manner 
in  sacrifice  to  his  heavenly  Father  for  us,  to  preach  and  minister 
the  Sacraments,  and  to  be  the  pastors  of  the  people,  they  wholly 
suppress  in  their  translations  ;  and  in  all  places  where  the  Holy 
Scripture  calleth  them  presbyteros,  there  they  never  translate 
'priests,'  but  'elders.'  And  that  they  do  observe  so  duly  and  so 
warily,  and  with  so  full  and  general  consent,  in  all  their  English 
Bibles,  as  the  Puritans  do  plainly  confess,  and  M.  Whitgift  denieth 
it  not,  that  a  man  would  wonder  to  see  how  careful  they  are  that 
the  people  may  not  once  hear  the  name  of  any  such  '  priest '  in 
all  the  Holy  Scriptures  "  (see  Fulke,  "  Defence,"  P.S.,  p.  242). 

"To  this  Fulke  answers:  "The  masks  of  your  net  be  the  am 
biguous  and  abusive  significations  of  this  word  '  priest,'  which, 
indeed,  according  to  the  original  derivation  from  presbyter,  should 
signify  nothing  else  but  an  '  elder,'  as  we  translate  it — that  is,  one 
appointed  to  govern  the  Church  of  God  according  to  His  Word, 
but  not  to  offer  sacrifice  for  the  quick  and  the  dead.  But  by 
usurpation  it  is  commonly  taken  to  signify  a  sacrificer,  such  as 
itptvs  is  in  Greek,  and  sacerdos  in  Latin,  by  which  names  the 
ministers  of  the  Gospel  are  never  called  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  .  .  . 
This  may  suffice,  therefore,  to  render  a  reason  why  we  use  not 
the  word  'priest '  for  '  ministers  '  of  the  New  Testament,  not  that 
we  refuse  it  in  respect  of  etymology,  but  in  respect  of  the  use  and 
common  signification  thereof"  ("  Defence,"  P.S.,  pp.  242,  243). 

Again,  he  says :  "  That  '  our  Christian  forefathers'  ears  were 
not  acquainted  with  the  name  elders,'  it  was  because  the  name  of 
priest  in  their  time  sounded  according  to  the  etymology,  and  not 
according  to  the  corruption  of  the  Papists  "  (p.  244). 

And  again  :  ' '  It  is  in  favour  of  your  heretical  sacrificing  priest 
hood  that  you  corruptly  translate  sacerdos  and  presbyter  always, 
as  though  they  were  all  one,  a  priest,  as  though  the  Holy  Ghost 
had  made  that  distinction  in  vain,  or  that  there  were  no  difference 
between  the  Priesthood  of  the  New  Testament  and  the  Old  " 
(p.  109 ;  see  also  pp.  460,  461). 

II.  The  following  citations  will  tend  to  justify  my  second  state 
ment—viz.,  that  the  censures  by  the  Puritans  (and  sometimes  by 
Papists)  of  the  use  of  the  word  'priest'  in  our  services  were  met 
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by  our  Reformers,  not  at  all  on  the  ground  of  any  doctrinal  differ 
ence  from  the  Puritans  on  the  point,  but  only  on  the  ground  that, 
with  the  Mass-sacrifice  rejected,  the  word  might  be  safely  used 
in  a  sense  which  would  soon  be  understood  as  signifying  a 
minister  of  the  Gospel,  which  sense  was  defensible,  either  etymo- 
logically,  as  an  abbreviation  of  presbyter,  or  in  a  wide  sense  as 
used  by  the  prophet  Isaiah. 

(1)  The  Puritan  Cartwright  objected:  " Although  it  might  be 
proved   that  the   word   '  priest '   were  the  same  with  the  Greek 
irpea-pvTfpos,  yet  (as  shall  appear  in  his  place)  is  the  use  of  this 
word  '  priest '  for  a  minister  of  the  Gospel  very  dangerous.     And 
as  for  him  that  bringeth  in  an  high   priest  into  the  Church,  he 
goeth  about  to  put  our  Saviour  Christ  out  of  his  office,  which  is 
proved  i.n  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  to  be  the  only  high  priest, 
and  that  there  can  be  no  more  as  long  as  the  world  endureth  "  (in 
Whitgift's  Works,  P.S.,  vol.  ii.,  p.  310). 

Whitgift's  answers  to  this  are  worthy  of  being  carefully  noted. 
Thus,  e.g.,  he  says:  "This  name  'priest'  is  usually  applied  to 
the  minister  of  the  Gospel  in  all  histories,  fathers,  and  writers  of 
antiquity.  And  the  most  of  the  latest  writers  do  use  it,  and  make 
no  great  scrupulosity  in  it ;  neither  doth  the  name  'priest'  'bury 
our  Saviour  Christ,'  so  long  as  it  is  used  for  A  MINISTER  OF  THE 
GOSPEL  ;  neither  is  there  any  danger  in  it  at  all,  so  long  as  the 
office  is  lawful  "  (Whitgift's  Works,  P.S.,  vol.  ii.,  p.  311). 

(2)  Again,  Cartwright  wrote :  l '  We  speak  not  of  the  name  of 
priest,  wherewith  he  defaceth  the  minister  of  Christ  (because  the 
priest  that  translated  it  would  perhaps  fain  have  the  minister  of 
Christ  to  be  joined  with  him)  seeing  the  office  of  priesthood  is  ended, 
Christ  being  the  last  priest  that  ever  was  "  (Whitgift,  iii.,  350). 

And  he  added:  "The  case  standeth  in  this,'that  forasmuch  as 
the  common  and  usual  speech  of  England  is  to  note  by  the  word 
'  priest '  not  a  minister  of  the  Gospel,  but  a  sacrificer,  which  the , 
minister  of  the  Gospel  is  not,  therefore  we  ought  not  to  call  the 
ministers  of  the  Gospel  'priests.'  And  that  this  is  the  English 
speech  it  appeareth  by  all  the  English  translations,  which  trans 
late  always  (epeiy,  which  were  sacrificers,  'priests,'  and  do  not 
of  the  other  side  (for  any  that  ever  I  read)  translate  7r/3ecr/3vTepor, 
a  'priest.'  Seeing,  therefore,  a  priest  with  us  and  in  our  tongue 
doth  signify,  both  by  the  Papists'  judgment  in  respect  of  their 
abominable  Mass,  and  also  by  the  judgment  of  the  Protestant  in 
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respect  of  the  beasts  which  were  offered  in  the  law,  a  sacrificing 
office,  which  the  minister  of  the  Gospel  neither  doth  nor  can 
execute,  it  is  manifest  that  it  cannot  be  without  great  offence  so 
used  "  (Whitgift,  iii.,  pp.  350,  351). 

To  this  Whitgift  replied  :  "The  name  of  '  priest'  need  not  be 
so  odious  unto  you  as  you  would  seem  to  make  it.  I  suppose  it 
cometh  of  this  word  presbyter,  not  of  sacerdos ;  and  then  the  matter 
is  not  great "  (vol.  iii.,  p.  350). 

"I  am  not  greatly  delighted  with  the  name,  nor  so  desirous  to 
maintain  it ;  but  yet  a  truth  is  to  be  defended.  I  read  in  the  old 
fathers  that  these  two  names,  sacerdos  and  presbyter,  be  confounded. 
I  see  also  that  the  learned  and  the  best  of  our  English  writers — 
such,  I  mean,  as  write  in  these  our  days — translate  the  word  pres 
byter  so  ;  and  the  very  word  itself,  as  it  is  used  in  our  English 
tongue,  soundeth  the  word  presbyter.  As  heretofore  use  hath 
made  it  to  be  taken  for  a  sacrificer,  so  will  use  now  alter  that 
signification,  and  make  it  to  be  taken  for  A  MINISTER  OF  THE 
GOSPEL.  But  it  is  mere  vanity  to  contend  for  the  name  when  we 
agree  of  the  thing;  the  name  may  be  used,  and  not  used,  without 
any  great  offence  "  (vol.  iii.,  351). 

It  has  been  argued,  "  above  all,  the  extreme  Reformers,  who 
actually  did  deny  the  sacerdotium,  rejected  also  the  English  word 
priest  with  the  greatest  abhorrence  "  ("  Treatise  on  the  Bull  Apos. 
Curce,"  S.P.C.K.,  p.  39). 

Whitgift's  words  will  give  good  evidence  that  those  who  were 
not  the  extreme  Reformers,  and  did  not  abhor  the  word  priest, 
"actually  did  deny  the  sacerdotium,"  as  truly  as  the  extremest 
Puritans.  There  was  only  a  question  about  the  use  of  a  word 
between  those  who  agreed  in  the  thing. 

This  is  made,  if  possible,  still  more  clear  by  what  we  read  in 
Strype's  "  Life  of  Whitgift  "  (p.  305:  London,  1718),  "as  for  the 
name  of  priest,  as  they  took  it  [i.e.,  as  sacrificers]  he  did  likewise 
condemn  it  in  our  ministers,  neither  did  they  ascribe  it  to  them 
selves  ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  libeller  in  these  points  writ  like 
himself." 

Mark  also  Whitgift's  distinct  assertion  :  "  The  Levitical 
priesthood  is  no  figure  of  the  ministry  of  the  Gospel"  (Works, 
vol.  i.,  p.  368,  P.S.).  And  this  should  be  set  beside  another  most 
important  statement :  "  Christ  being  come,  the  office  of  sacrificing 
ceaseth,  but  not  the  office  of  governing"  (vol.  ii.,  p.  347). 
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It  is  surely  a  somewhat  hasty  assertion  to  say,  <c  nobody  at  that 
time  would  have  dreamt  of  saying  that  priest  was  the  translation 
of  the  Latin  presbyter  and  not  of  sacerdos"  ("Treatise  on  the 
Bull  Apos.  Curcc,"  S.P.C.K.,  p.  39). 

Whitgift  wrote  about  twenty  years  after  the  issue  of  the  "  Re 
vised  Ordinal." 

(3)  The  following  should  be  added  from  Hooker's  great  work  : 
"Touching  the  ministry  of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  whole 
body  of  the  Church  being  divided  into  laity  and  clergy,  the  clergy 
are  either  presbyters  or   deacons.     I   rather  term  the  one  sort 
presbyters  than  priests,  because  in  a  matter  of  so  small  moment  I 
would  not  willingly  offend  their  ears  to  whom  the  name  of  priest 
hood  is  odious,  though  without  cause.  .  .  .   Howbeit,  because  the 
most  eminent  part  both  of  heathenish  and  Jewish  service  did  con 
sist  in  sacrifice,  when  learned  men  declare  that  the  word  priest 
doth  properly  signify  according  to  the  mind  of  the  first  imposer  of 
that  name,  their  ordinary   scholics  do  well  expound   it  to  imply 
sacrifice.     Seeing,1  then,  that  sacrifice  is  now  no  part  of  the  Church 
ministry,  how  should  the  name  of  priesthood  be  thereunto  rightly 
applied  ?     Surely,   even  as  St.    Paul  applieth  the  name  of  flesh 
unto  that  very  substance  of  fishes  which  hath  a  proportionable 
correspondence    to    flesh,     although    it   be    in    nature    another 
thing  .  .  .  the  word  presbyter  doth  seem  more  fit,  and  in  pro 
priety  of  speech  more  agreeable  than  priest  with  the  drift  of  the 
whole  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ.   .  .  .  The  Holy  Ghost  throughout 
the  body  of  the  New  Testament,  making  so  much  mention  of  them, 
doth  not  anywhere  call  them  priests.     The  prophet  Esay  I  grant 
doth,  but  in  such  sort  as  the  ancient  Fathers,  by  way  of  analogy  " 
("  Eccl.   Pol.,"   Book  V.,  chap.  Ixxviii.,  §§  2,  3  ;  Works,  vol.  ii., 
pp.  469-472,  edit.  Keble). 

(4)  We  must  quote  again  from  the  controversy  of  Fulke. 

The  Papist  Martin  argued  in  1582  :  "They  all  agree  to  trans 
late  '  elder  '  for  '  priest ' ;  and  Master  Whitakers  telleth  us  afresh 
in  the  name  of  them  all  that  there  are  no  priests  now  in  the 
Church  of  Christ — that  is  (as  he  interpreteth  it  himself),  '  this 
name  l< priest"  is  never  in  the  New  Testament  peculiarly  applied 
to  the  ministers  of  the  Gospel.'  This  is  their  doctrine  ;  but  what 
is  their  practice  in  the  regiment  of  their  Church  ?  Clean  contrary. 

1  On  this  statement,  see  "  Eucharistic  Presence,"  pp.  31,  32. 
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For  in  the  order  of  the  Communion-book,  where  it  is  appointed 
what  the  minister  shall  do,  it  is  indifferently  said,  '  Then  shall  the 
priest  do  or  say  this  and  that ' ;  and,  <  Then  shall  the  minister,' 
etc.  Whereby  it  is  evident  that  they  make  '  priest '  a  proper  and 
peculiar  calling  applied  to  their  ministers,  and  so  their  practice 
is  contrary  to  their  teaching  and  doctrine  "  (see  Fulke,  "  Defence," 

PP-  466>  467)- 

To  this  we  have  the  following  answer  of  Fulke :  (a)  "  I  have 
satisfied  your  desire  before,  if  you  list  to  know.  Our  translation 
must  be,  as  near  as  it  can,  to  express  the  true  signification  of  the 
original  words  ;  and  so  it  is  in  that  place  of  the  Acts  xiv.  23, 
which,  being  granted  by  them  that  deny  the  necessity  of  that  form 
of  election  to  continue  always,  giveth  no  more  advantage  to  the 
adversaries  than  they  would  take  out  of  the  signification  of  the 
Greek  word,  howsoever  it  were  translated.  Your  example  of 
Master  Whitakers'  denying  the  name  of 'priest7  to  be  applied  to 
the  ministers  of  the  Gospel,  to  prove  that  we  must  maintain  our 
ecclesiastical  state,  howsoever  we  translate,  is  very  fond  and  ridi 
culous,  as  also  the  contradictions  that  you  would  make  between 
him  and  the  service-book,  touching  the  name  of  priest  there  used 
and  allowed.  Master  Whitakers,  writing  in  Latin,  speaketh  of 
the  Latin  term  sacerdos,  the  Communion-book  of  the  English 
word  '  priest ' ;  is  not  this  a  goodly  net  for  a  fool  to  dance  naked 
in,  and  think  that  nobody  can  see  him?"  ("  Defence,"  P.S., 
p.  467). 

Again  he  writes  elsewhere:  (b)  "Those  priests  or  ministers 
that  are  made  among  us  are  the  same  'elders  '  that  the  Scripture 
in  Greek  calleth  Trpfo-fivrepovs ;  and  the  Bishop's  letters  of  orders, 
testifying  of  their  ordination,  call  them  by  none  other  name  but 
by  the  name  of  presbyteri,  which  the  Scripture  useth "  ("  De 
fence,"  P.S.,  p.  245). 

(c)  "The  high  dignity  of  priests  or  elders  in  remitting  sins  we 
acknowledge  with  Chrysostom,  in  his  book  entitled  'Of  Priest 
hood,'  which,  seeing  it  is  ?rept  'upaxrvvrjs,  we  will  never  translate 
'eldership.'  But  we  may  lawfully  wish  that  both  Chrysostom 
and  other  ancient  writers  had  kept  that  distinction  of  terms,  which 
the  Apostles  and  Evangelists  did  so  precisely  observe  "  ("  De 
fence,"  P.S.,  p.  251). 

(rf)  "You  follow  fancy  altogether,  imagining  that  'priests  '  only 
are  put  out  of  the  text  because  we  have  no  priests,  whereas  we 
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have  priests  as  well  as  we  have  bishops  and  deacons ;  and  so 
they  are  called  in  our  Book  of  Common  Prayer  indifferently 
'  priests  '  or  '  ministers '  "  ("  Defence,"  P.S.,  p.  255). 

"The  name  of  priest,  according  to  the  original  derivation  from 
presbyter,  we  do  not  refuse ;  but,  according  to  the  common  accep- 
tion  for  a  sacrificer,  we  cannot  take  it  when  it  is  spoken  of  the 
ministry  of  the  New  Testament"  ("  Defence,"  P.S.,  p.  109). 

These  quotations,  which  only  pretend  to  be  samples,  are,  of 
course,  insufficient  to  prove  that  no  writer  among  our  Reformers 
ever  defended  the  use  of  the  word  "  priest  "  as  conveying  a  sacer 
dotal  sense.  Can  any  example  of  such  a  defence  be  shown  ?  If  any 
such  example  can  be  produced  from  any  esteemed  writer  of  name 
and  note  in  the  Reformed  Church  of  England,  in  the  sixteenth 
century,  I  will  gladly  acknowledge  my  error. 

I  cannot  but  think  that  this  matter  is  of  sufficient  importance 
to  ask  for  a  thorough  investigation  by  the  experts  who  advised 
the  Archbishops  in  this  matter. 

The  following  testimonies  will  be  found  to  have  a  bearing  on 
the  subject,  and  will  be  acknowledged  to  carry  some  considerable 
weight : 

HUTCHINSON. 

u  Christ's  everlasting  priesthood  hath  made  an  end  of  all  the 
Levites'  priesthood — yea,  and  of  all  other  priesthood,  save  only 
that  which  belongeth  to  all  Christian  men  "  (Works,  P.S.,  p.  46). 

"  Christ's  coming  hath  disannulled  all  such  priesthood  as  is 
called  sacerdotium ;  but  presbyterium  remaineth  "  (ibid.,  p.  49). 

"  Read  over  all  the  New  Testament,  and  thou  shalt  not  find 
once  this  word  sacerdos,  '  priest,'  applied  or  spoken  of  any  one 
sort  of  ministers  (as  the  common  sort  do  use  it),  but  when  it  is 
referred  to  the  Pharisees,  and  to  such  as  do  appertain  without  all 
doubt  to  the  Old  Testament.  It  is  referred  always  to  all  Christian 
people,  which  all  be  sacerdotcs  through  Christ :  and  ministers  have 
no  manner  of  sacrifice  but  common  with  the  laity,  both  men  and 
women  "  (p.  50). 

HORNE. 

"Si  uspiam  Ministros  Christi  sacerdotes  nuncupavero,  sciatis 
velim,  me  tantum  usitatam  et  diu  receptam  consuetudinem 
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loquendi,  licet  impropriam,  sequi  "  (Bishop  Home,  of  Winchester, 
apud  Stapleton,  quoted  from  Le  Quien,  "  Nullite  des  Ord.  Ang.," 
torn,  ii.,  p.  237.  Paris,  1725.) 

ALLEY. 

"  We  shall  not  find  in  all  the  Holy  Scriptures  that  the  ministers 
of  the  New  Testament  be  called  either  sacerdotes  or  sacrifici.  For 
that  is  attributed  wholly  and  only  unto  Christ  "  (Bishop  Alley, 
"Poor  Man's  Library,"  torn,  ii.,  p.  36.  Edit.  Day,  1565.) 

WILLET. 

"Concerning  the  name  of  priests  in  their  sense,  as  it  implieth 
an  authority  of  sacrificing,  we  utterly  abhor.  .  .  .  To  conclude, 
this  word  priest,  as  it  is  the  English  of  sacerdos,  we  do  not  approve  ; 
but  as  it  giveth  the  sense  of  presbyter,  from  whence  it  is  derived, 
we  condemn  it  not"  ("Synopsis  Papismi,"  vol.  v.,  p.  365). 

BABINGTON. 

"  The  Mass  casteth  upon  our  Saviour  the  reproach  that  He  is 
not  the  only  priest  of  the  New  Testament  which  is  so  expressly 
taught  of  Him "  (Bishop  Babington's  Works,  vol.  ii.,  p.  256. 
London,  1615.) 

BAYLY. 

"Christ  never  ordained  in  the  New  Testament  any  order  of 
sacrificing  priests "  (Bishop  Lewis  Bayly,  "  Practice  of  Piety," 
p.  614.  London,  1668.) 

WHITE. 

"  The  New  Testament  acknowledged  no  proper  sacrificing  priests, 
but  Christ  Jesus  only"  (Bishop  White's  "  Reply  to  Fisher,"  p.  465. 
London,  1624.) 

MORTON. 

"  This  [sacerdos]  and  the  English  word  priest,  having  a  different 
relation,  one  to  a  sacrificing  minister  (which  is  proper  to  the 
Old  Testament),  the  other  as  it  is  derived  from  the  word  [presbyter] 
in  the  New  Testament,  which  is  senior,  and  hath  no  relation  to 
any  sacrificing  function;  it  must  follow,"  etc.  (Morton,  "On 
Euch.,"  Bk.  VI.,  chap,  v.,  §  xv.,  p.  461.  London,  1635.) 
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HUTTON. 

"  The  Holy  Ghost  giving  the  name  Trpea-ftvTepos  to  our  ministers, 
which  is  the  original  (whence  priest  is  derived),  gives  no  other 
name  but  what  the  Communion-book  calls  them  by. 

NOTE. — This  is  in  answer  to  the  Puritan  objection  to  the 
Prayer-Book.  "It  calleth  ministers  priests,  which  is  avoided  in 
the  New  Testament  as  belonging  to  sacrifices "  (See  Nicholl's 
"  Appendix,"  p.  32). 

LAUD'S  COLLECTION. 

"By  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  and  Ordinations  they  are 
called  and  ma.de  presbyteri,  priests,  as  appears  thereby  .  .  .  and  our 
Church  .  .  .  Art.  31  teacheth  that  the  offering  of  Christ  once  made 
is  sufficient  .  .  .  consequently  condemns  the  mass  for  the  quick 
and  the  dead  as  blasphemous"  ("Objections  against  the  Lawful 
ness  of  Bishops,"  c.  v.,  p.  48,  in  appendix  to  Dr.  Nicholls'  "  On  the 
Common  Prayer,"  London,  1712,  entitled  "An  Introduction  to  the 
Liturgy  of  the  Church  of  England/'  written  by  way  of  Preface  be 
fore  Archbishop  Laud's  "  Collection  of  Various  Readings  out  of 
Several  Ancient  Common  Prayer-Books  "). 

BARBON. 

"  The  word  priest  is  not  Jewish,  for  priest  is  the  English  of 
presbyter,  and  not  of  sacerdos,  there  being,  in  our  tongue,  no  word 
in  use  for  sacerdos;  priest,  which  we  use  for  both,  being  improperly 
used  for  a  sacrifice?,  as  sacerdos  signifies,  but  naturally  expressing  a 
presbyter,  the  name  whereby  the  apostles  call  themselves,  and  those 
which  succeed  them  in  their  charge  .  .  . "  ( "  Aeiroupy/a  deiorepa 
e'pyt'a,"  pp.  65,  66.  Oxford,  1662.) 

FERNE. 

"  For  his  veri  sacerdotes,  we  say,  as  there  are  no  such  priests  under 
the  Gospel,  so  is  there  no  need  that  Bishops  should  first  be  made 
such  ;  for  priests,  in  the  Romish  sense,  are  such  as,  in  their  or 
dination,  "  receive  a  power  of  sacrificing  for  the  quick  and  the 
dead,"  i.e.,  a  real  offering  up  again  the  Son  of  God  to  His  Father  " 
(see  "Tract  81,"  p.  154.) 
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NOTE  G  (see  pp.  39,  41). 

ON    THE  ARGUMENT   FROM  THE    USE   OF    THE  WORD    ''  SACERDCS  "  IN 
CERTAIN    LATIN  DOCUMENTS. 

IN  the  letter  of  the  Primates  (pp.  24,  25),  the  words,  "  Neque  enim 
nomen  ipsum  '  sacerdotis '  et  similia  declinamus,"  do  not  seem  to 
be  very  happily  translated  thus,  "  Nor,  indeed,  do  we  avoid  the 
term  sacerdos  and  its  correlatives  "  (p.  27),  for  certainly  the  word 
altar  is  a  correlative  of  sacerdos  in  its  strict  sense.  And  this  is 
avoided  in  the  Latin  version  of  1560,  which  is  here  particularly 
referred  to,  and  its  avoidance  is  surely  good  evidence  that  sacerdos 
is  used  in  its  widest,  i.e.,  in  its  non-sacrificial,  sense.  Moreover, 
in  this  Latin  Version  it  will  be  found  that,  in  the  Communion 
Service,  the  word 

Sacerdos  is  used  six  times  (see  pp.  385,  392,  393,  395,  398  of  P.S. 
edit.). 

Pastor  is  used  five  times  (see  pp.  383,  386,  388). 

Presbyter  is  used  three  times  (see  pp.  388,  390,  399). 

Minister  is  used  fourteen  times  (see  pp.  383,  384,  385,  391,  392, 
396,  399). 

So  also  in  the  Greek  version  of  1665,  which  is  referred  to  for 
the  use  of  lepoxrvvrj  and  lepevs,  the  word  dva-iaa-Trfpiov  is  avoided. 

The  word  used  is  rpaTTf^a.  And  the  same  must  be  said  of  the 
Greek  edition  of  1638. 

None  who  have  any  acquaintance  with  the  views  of  our  Eng 
lish  Reformers  can  fail  to  recognise  the  decisive  importance  of 
this  fact.  It  was  quite  truly  stated  in  the  report  of  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  case  of  Liddell  v.  Wester- 
ton — "The  distinction  between  'altar'  and  'Communion  table' 
is  in  itself  essential,  and  deeply  founded  in  the  most  important 
differences  in  matters  of  faith  between  Protestants  and  Romanists 
(Brooke's  "  P.C.  Judgments,"  p.  66). 

Haddon's  translation  was  issued  with  the  Queen's  Letters 
Patent,  1560,  for  use  in  the  Universities,  etc.  It  followed  pretty 
much  in  the  track  of  Aless's  loosely-made  version,  which  was 
published  in  1551,  at  Leipsic,  and  was  taken  from  the  First  Book 
of  Edward.  It  had  no  sanction  from  Bishops  or  Convocation, 
and  was  not  received  everywhere  with  much  favour.  According 
to  Strype  (Parker,  p.  269),  most  of  the  heads  of  houses  at  Cam 
bridge  rejected  it  as  "the  Pope's  dregs"  (see  P.S.  edit.,  pp.  xxiv., 
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xxvii.,  xxxi.  ;  see  also  Tomlinson's  "  Reservation  of  the  Host," 
Shaw  and  Co.,  pp.  10,  u). 

How  far  Haddon  himself,  the  translator,  was  from  desiring  to 
convey  a  sacerdotal  sense  is  evident  from  his  own  writings.  As 
witness  to  this,  the  following  quotation  may  suffice :  "  Habet 
quidem  ecclesia  in  novo  fcedere,  non  secus  atque  in  veteri  suum 
sacerdotium  et  suum  item  sacrificium.  Sed  universum  hoc  sacer- 
dotium  pariter  et  sacrificium  quod  pro  peccatis  offertur,  in  uno  et 
solo  Christo  filio  Dei  comprehensum  esse  dicimus.  Ex  quo  unum 
jam  sacerdotem,  et  unicam  victimam  agnoscimus,  non  sacerdotes 
Apostolos,  nee  Apostolorum  successores  :  sed  Christum,  et  solum, 
et  summum  pontificem  nostrum.  Atque  hie  pontifex  quidem  noster 
ministerium  ecclesiae  instituit,  sacerdotium  nequaquam.  De  illo 
loquor  sacerdotio,  quod  sacrificium  necessario  requirat  piaculare, 
sicut  in  priore  lege "  ("Contra  Hier.  Osorium,"  folio  360. 
London,  1577.) 

But  it  is  much  more  important  to  observe  that  in  the  Latin 
version  of  Durel,  which  alone  has  anything  like  ecclesiastical 
authority,  the  word  sacerdos  is  never  used,  but  the  word  presbyter 
is  used  more  than  150  times. 

Durel's  version,  1670,  was  made  in  conformity  with  the  Act  of 
Uniformity,  1662.  The  action  taken  by  Convocation  in  the 
matter  (in  April  1662,  the  sessions  having  begun  in  May,  1661) 
may  be  seen  in  Cardwell's  "  Synodalia,"  vol.  ii.,  p.  671,  Sessio 
LXXX.  See  also  Lord  Selborne's  "Notes  on  Liturgical  History 
of  the  Roman  English  Church,"  p.  73.  It  is  dedicated  to  Charles 
II.,  is  printed  by  Roger  Norton,  "  Regius  in  Latinis,  Grascis,  et 
Hebraicis  Typographus,"  and  sold  by  Sam  Mearne,  "  Regius 
Bibliopola."  It  had  been  submitted  to  Sancroft  (afterwards 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury),  than  whom  very  few  could  be  better 
judges  of  the  intention  of  the  revision  of  1662.  It  was  regarded  by 
Bishop  Barlow  as  an  interpretation  of  the  English  Liturgy  (see 
Marshall's  Latin  Prayer-Book  of  Charles  II.,  p.  20),  and  was  fol 
lowed  by  Durel's  promotion  (ibid.,  p.  28).  But  it  was  never 
properly  authorized,  and  it  can  make  no  claim  to  be  regarded  as 
faultless. 

Moreover,  in  the  Irish  version  of  the  Prayer-book  of  King 
James  I.,  the  word  priest  nowhere  occurs  (see  Eccles.  Hist. 
Society's  "Book  of  Common  Prayer  for  Ireland,"  vol.  i.,  Introd., 
p.  xxxvii.). 
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The  wide  sense  in  which  the  word  sacerdotes  is  used  in  the  head 
ing  of  Article  XXXII.  (to  which  reference  is  made  in  p.  25)  is 
sufficiently  evidenced  by  its  application  to  "  Episcopis,  Presbyteris 
et  Diaconis,"1  and,  indeed,  this  wide  sense  appears  to  be  very 
ancient  (see  Bingham,  "Antiquities  of  the  Christian  Church," 
Bk.  II.,  chap,  xix.,  §  xv.,  vol.  i.,  p.  269.  London,  1843  ;  see  also 
Jewel's  Works,  i.,  p.  240,  P.S.) 

Cyprian  says :  "  Presbyteris  et  diaconibus  non  defuit  sacerdotii 
vigor  "("Ep.  XIV.,"  Op.,  p.  60.  Venice,  1728.)  So  also  Opta- 
tus,  lib.  i.,  p.  344A,  in  "  Bibli.  Max.,"  torn.  iv. 

Bonasays:  "  Nee  omittenda.  .  .  .  Optati  Milevitani  sententia, 
lib.  i.,  asserentis  Episcopos  in  primo,  Presbyteros  in  secundo, 
Diaconos  in  tertio  sacerdotio  constitutes,  qua  loquendi  formula 
manifeste  ostendit,  sacrum  esse  ipsorum  ofHcium,  et  pro  sacro 
primis  ecclesias  saeculis  habitum  "  ("  Rerum  Liturgicarum,"  lib. 
i.,  cap.  xxv.,  §  xiv.,  Op.,  p.  300.  Antwerp,  1723.) 

In  the  Canons  of  the  Council  of  Laodicasa  (see  Canons  24,  27) 
it  may  perhaps  be  (as  Van  Espen  held)  that  both  presbyters  and 
deacons  were  included  under  the  hieratic  designation.  (See,  how 
ever,  Hefele,  vol.  ii.,  p.  315,  English  translation.)  See  also 
Arcudius,  "  De  Concordia,"  p.  504  (who  gives  his  reasons  for  in 
cluding  deacons  "in  Hierarchicis  Ordinibus ") ;  and  Covel's 
"Greek  Church,"  pp.  189,  191:  and  Cone.  Trid.,  Sess.  xxiii., 
Can.  vi. 

"Nomine  Sacerdotis  intelliguntur  inferiores,  i.e.,  non  solum 
Presbyter,  sed  Diaconus  et  Sub-diaconus "  (Gibert,  "Corpus 
Juris  Canon.,"  torn,  ii.,  p.  260.  Lugd.,  1737.  De  Eccles.,  tit. 
xx.,  §  i.) 

And  no  one  can  read  the  letter  referred  to  in  the  "  Responsio," 
p.  22  (p.  25  of  translation)  written  by  the  twelve  Bishops  on  be 
half  of  Archbishop  Grindal  (Wilkins's  "  Concilia,"  p.  293,  not  304), 
and  suppose  that  the  word  is  used  in  any  other  than  the  same 

JIt  may  be  worth  noting  that  the  title  "  De  Conjugio  Sacerdotum  " 
(which  first  appeared  in  the  edition  of  1562)  had  already  been  used  in  the 
Augsburg  Confession  of  1540  (see  "  Sylloge  Conf.,"  p.  211).  It  should 
also  be  observed  that  by  the  Canons  of  Westminster,  1102,  under  Anselm 
and  again  by  the  Canons  of  London,  1108,  the  obligation  of  celibacy  was 
applied  to  deacons  (and  even  subdeacons)  as  well  as  priests  (see  "  English 
Ch.  Hist.  Documents,"  by  Gee  and  Hardy,  pp.  61,  64,  65). 
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non-sacerdotal   sense  (see  Cardwell's   "  Documentary   Annals," 
vol.  i.,  pp.  387,  388). 

Another  reference  made  in  the  letter  (p.  25  ;  translation,  p.  28) 
to  Wilkins  ("Concilia,"  iv.,  p.  429)  is  to  a  form  of  absolution  of 
Wm.  Hill,  in  which  the  sense  is  sufficiently  explained  by  its 
collocation.  It  is  addressed  "  universis  et  singulis  decanis  .  .  . 
et  aliis  quibuscunque  in  ordine  sacerdotali  sen,  presbyterali  con- 
stitutis." 

The  reference  (p.  25)  to  the  Canons  of  1571  must,  I  presume, 
be  to  the  Canon  "  De  Episcopis,"  in  which  occur  the  words  (see 
Cardwell's  "Synodalia,"  vol.  i.,  p.  114)  :  "  Neminem  .  .  .  ignotum 
vel  ad  sacerdotiorum  [sic]  proventus,  vel  ad  ecclesiasticum  minis- 
terium  recipiet."  But  no  one  who  reads  through  this  Canon 
and  the  following,  "Decani  ecclesiarum  Cathedralium,"  and 
notes  the  orders  concerning  Foxe's  "  Monumenta  Martyrum," 
will  think  of  accusing  the  Bishops  who  signed  them  (the  Lower 
House  did  not  sign  them)  of  any  sacerdotal  intentions.  The 
Queen  was  assured  by  Archbishop  Parker  that  "  there  was  no  new 
doctrine  in  the  book"  (see  Cardwell,  p.  113). 

It  is  worthy  of  special  observation  that  the  non-sacerdotal  sense 
of  the  word  sacerdos  was  allowed  and  vindicated  even  by  Bullinger 
(see  above,  p.  48),  whose  "Decades"  were  to  be  studied  by  the 
less  learned  of  the  Elizabethan  clergy  by  order  of  Convocation  ; 
while,  in  the  immediate  context,  it  is  maintained  :  "The  name  of 
priest  seemeth  to  be  brought  into  the  Church  out  of  the  synagogue  ; 
for  otherwise  ye  shall  not  find  in  the  New  Testament  the  ministers 
of  the  Word  of  God  and  of  Churches  to  be  called  priests,  but  after 
that  sort  that  all  Christians  are  called  priests  by  the  Apostle 
Peter"  (vol.  iv.,  pp.  107,  108,  P.S.). 

It  may  be  asserted,  I  believe,  with  some  confidence,  that,  while 
our  Reforming  divines  distinctly  and  quite  decidedly  disclaimed 
the  sacerdotal  sense  of  the  word  priest  (as  distinguished  from  that 
of  presbyter),  they  did  not  constantly  and  persistently  shun  or 
condemn  the  use  even  of  the  Latin  sacerdos.  Their  condemnation 
applied  not  to  the  word,  as  it  might  be  understood  (to  signify  the 
"  ordo  sacerdotalis  seu  presbyteralis  "),  but  to  the  sacrificial  sense, 
which  it  commonly  conveyed  to  the  popular  ear.  Their  use  of 
the  term,  and  their  condemnation  of  it,  are  sufficiently  explained 
in  the  words  already  quoted  from  Haddon  :  "  Hie  Pontifex  .  .  . 
ministerium  ecclesise  instituit,  sacerdotium  nequaquam.  De  illo 
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loquor  sacerdotio,  quod  sacrificium  necessario  requirat  piaculare, 
sicut  in  priore  lege  "  ("  Contra  Osorium,"  f.  360). 

NOTE  H  (see  p.  44). 

ON  THE  ALLEGED  RETENTION  (OR  NON-REJECTION)  IN  OUR  LITURGY 
OF  PROPITIATORY  SACRIFICE,  WITH  ITS  CO-RELATED  SACER 
DOTIUM,  IN  THE  SENSE  OF  THE  COUNCIL  OF  TRENT. 

THE  following  quotation  is  taken  from  Mr.  Lacey's  "  Supple- 
mentum  "  (Romas,  1896),  to  the  "  De  Hierarchia  Anglicana"  : 

"  Nee  mentionem  sacrificii  ex  industria  omissam  fuisse  nego. 
Sed  ista  potius  effectum  sacramenti  ordinis  quam  substantiam  re- 
spicit.  Potest  autem  aliquis  substantiam  ordinis  credere,  qui 
unum  aliumve  ejus  effectum  negat.  Nee  vero  concedo  auctores 
novorum  rituum  sacrificium  et  sacerdotium  Novi  Testamenti  in 
Ecclesia  conservandum  negasse.  .  .  .  Ipse  enim  Cranmer  plane 
amrmavit  in  Eucharistia  sacrificium  esse,  negavit  sacrificium  pro- 
pitiatorium.  Hoc  autem  verbum  non  sensu  Tridentino  posuit,  sed 
ipse  ita  definit :  '  Propitiatorium  voco  Sacrificium  quod  nobis 
iram  Dei  placat,  remissionem  peccatorum  obtinet,  necnon  re- 
demptionem  ab  aeterna  morte  operat '  ('On  Lord's  Supper,'  P.S., 
pp.  360,  361).  Ergo  omissio  verborum  ad  sacrificium  relativorum 
non  sacrificium  sed  certam  sacrificii  explicationem  respui  indicat  " 
(Lacey's  "  Supplementum,"  pp.  30,  31). 

The  object  of  the  present  note  is,  as  briefly  and  fairly  as  I 
can,  to  examine  this  argument  of  Mr.  Lacey's  in  the  light  of  the 
theology  of  the  English  Reformation,  and  especially  that  of 
Archbishop  Cranmer,  to  whose  language  he  refers,  and  whose 
authority  I  believe  to  have  been,  for  a  time,  its  guiding  power. 

I.  I  observe  then,  first,  that  in  the  passages  referred  to,  Cran 
mer,  according  to  his  wont,  divides  sacrifices  into  two  quite  dis 
tinct  classes,  viz.,  propitiatory^  and  gratificatory .  On  the  one 
side  is  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  offered  in  order  to  our  reconciliation. 
On  the  other  side  is  the  sacrifice  of  the  Church,  "made  of  them 
that  be  reconciled  " — "sacrifices  of  justice,  of  laud,  praise,  and 
thanksgiving"  ("  Hsec  sacrificia  laudis  et  gratiarum  actionis  vo- 
cantur,"  App.,  p.  90).  "The  first  kind  of  sacrifice  Christ  offered 
to  God  for  us  ;  the  second  kind  we  ourselves  offer  to  God  by 
Christ"  ("On  Lord's  Supper,"  P.S.,  p.  346).  Now,  in  the  ser 
vice  of  the  Eucharist,  Cranmer  recognises,  of  course,  the  sacra- 
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mental  remembrance  and  representation  of  the  sacrifice  of  the 
death  of  Christ.  But  beyond  this,  he  allows  in  the  Eucharist  no 
sacrifice  but  that  of  the  second  class.  Our  Eucharistic  sacrifice, 
in  his  view,  is  the  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving  for  the  pro 
pitiation  made  by  the  one  sacrifice,  therein  commemorated,  of  the 
Cross  of  Christ.  This  is  the  doctrine  taught,  not  by  Cranmer 
only,  but  by  the  consentient  voice  of  our  English  Reformers. 
And  this  sacrifice,  they  constantly  maintain,  requires  no  sacer- 
dotium,  save  that  of  all  Christian  people.  In  the  matter  of  this 
sacrifice,  it  will  be  found,  I  believe,  that  all  agree  with  the  con 
sistent  teaching  of  Cranmer,  "  as  well  the  people  as  the  priest  do 
sacrifice"  ("On  Lord's  Supper/'  p.  353,  P.S.  ;  see  also  App., 
pp.  96,  97). 

So  Ridley:  "The  whole  substance  of  our  sacrifice,  which  is 
frequented  of  the  Church,  in  the  Lord's  Supper,  consisteth  in 
prayers,  praise,  and  giving  of  thanks,  and  in  remembering  and 
showing  forth  of  that  sacrifice  once  offered  upon  the  altar  of  the 
Cross  "  (Works,  p.  211,  P.S.). 

And  so  Hooper:  "  Fingant  quod  velint  neoterici  :  Christi  certe 
catholica  ecclesia  nullum  aliud  sacrificium  propitiatorium  unquam 
novit  prseter  cruentam  mortem  Christi.  Oinnia  autem  sacrificia 
incruenta  sunt  ev^apiariKa  et  gratulatoria  "  ("Later  Writings," 

P.  517,  P.S.)- 

And  so  Bradford:  "The  sacrifice  of  the  Church  is  no  propiti 
atory  sacrifice  but  a  gratulatory  sacrifice.  The  sacrifice  Christ 
Himself  offered  is  the  propitiatory  sacrifice  "  (Works,  vol.  i., 
p.  513,  P.S.). 

And  so  Hutchinson :  "There  remaineth  no  more  sacrifice  for 
sin,  but  only  a  commemoration  and  a  memorial.  .  .  .  Ministers 
have  no  manner  of  sacrifice,  but  common  with  the  laity,  both 
men  and  women  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  sacrifice  of  thanksgiving, 
and  the  quick  and  lively  oblation  of  their  own  bodies  "  (Works, 
pp.  49,  50,  P.S.). 

So  Bullinger  (whose  "Decades"  had  a  certain  authoritative 
sanction  given  them  by  Convocation  ;  see  "  Eucharistic  Presence," 
pp.  206-208):  "  We  make  a  distinction  in  sacrifice  or  oblation; 
for  there  is  a  sacrifice  of  expiation,  and  there  is  a  sacrifice  of  con 
fession  or  praise.  The  sacrifice  of  expiation  is  offered  to  cleanse 
or  purge  sins,  and  also  for  satisfaction  for  sins.  This  cannot  be 
accomplished  without  death  and  blood.  .  .  .  The  supper  at  this 
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day  is  no  such  sacrifice,  but  a  commemoration  of  the  death,  etc.  .  .. 
The  sacrifice  of  confession  is  of  praise  and  thanksgiving,  which 
we  offer  to  God  for  the  redemption  and  benefits,  etc.  .  .  .  This 
sacrifice  is  generally  offered  by  the  universal  Church  in  celebrat 
ing  the  supper,  and  not  by  the  minister  of  the  Church  alone  " 
(Dec.  Serm.  IX.,  vol.  iv.,  pp.  432,  433,  P.S.). 

So  also  Bishop  Cooper  :  "  Sure  I  am  that  neither  the  institution 
of  Christ  maketh  mention  of  any  oblation  or  sacrifice,  saving  only 
the  sacrifice  of  thanksgiving.  .  .  .  When  your  priests  take  upon 
them  His  office  to  offer  sacrifice  propitiatory,  they  go  beyond 
their  commission  "  ("Against  Private  Mass,"  pp.  87,  88,  P.S.). 

Indeed,  the  true  status  controversies  in  this  matter  was  clearly 
understood.  It  is  thus  stated  by  Bellarmine  :  "  Adversarii  facile 
concedunt  Missam  esse  sacrificium  evxapia-Tinbv  et  \arpfvTiKov, 
non  quidem  quod  velint  esse  sacrificium  proprie  dictum,  sed  im- 
proprie.  ...  At  esse  propitiatorium,  et  impetratorium  .  .  . 
nulla  ratione  admittunt  "  ("  De  Missa,"  lib.  ii.,  cap.  i.,  c.  1044). 

It  need  hardly  be  added  that  this  sacrifice  of  praise,  in  the 
view  of  Cranmer  and  our  reforming  divines,  is  entirely  divested 
of  the  mediaeval  notions  which  had  fastened  themselves  on  the 
"sacrificium  laudis"  of  the  Western  Missal.  It  is  with  them 
simply  the  spiritual  sacrifice  of  the  heart's  "  praise  and  thanks 
giving,"  and  devotion  for  the  benefits  we  receive  by  the  sacrifice 
of  the  death  of  Christ. 

I  need  not  ask  whether  this  is  the  sacrifice  for  which  Mr.  Lacey 
is  contending.  No  one  ever  thinks  of  denying  that  such  a  sacri 
fice  as  this  finds  its  place  and  its  utterance  provided  for  it  in  our 
service.  But  to  be  content  with  this  sacrifice,  as  Mr  Lacey 
knows  well,  is  to  be  content  with  a  contentment  which  is  anathe 
matized  by  the  theology  of  the  Council  of  Trent. 

II.  To  what  purpose,  then,  does  Mr.  Lacey  appeal  to  the  lan 
guage  of  Cranmer,  seeing  that  Cranmer  knows  only  two  classes 
of  sacrifice,  and  only  admits  the  one  which  he  calls  gratificatory, 
and  utterly  excludes  the  other— the  propitiatory  ?  Is  it  not  for  a 
propitiatory  sacrifice  that  Mr.  Lacey  is  contending  ? 

Obviously,  Mr.  Lacey's  point  is  that  Cranmer  has  defined  his 
"  propitiatory  sacrifice,"  and  that  there  is  a  propitiatory  sacrifice 
which  does  not  come  under  that  definition. 

It  is  well  known  how  divines  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  pressed 
by  the  necessity  of  defending  the  efficacy  of  the  Mass-sacrifice 
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and  unable  to  maintain  for  it  a  propitiation  in  the  full  Scriptural 
sense  of  that  term  have  devised  the  notion  of  a  propitiatory  sacri 
fice,  whose  propitiatory  character  consists  in  its  being  an  impetra- 
tion  and  application  of  the  merits  and  the  virtue  of  the  sacrifice  of 
the  Cross.  This  kind  of  sacrifice  is  obviously  not  included  in  Cran- 
mer's  definition.  (On  this  subject  see  Brevint's  "  Missale  Roma- 
num,"  ch.  v.)  Mr.  Lacey  may  therefore  argue  that  Cranmer  did 
not  make  an  exhaustive  division  of  sacrifices.  He  might  have  added 
another  class  of  sacrifices  propitiatory  in  this  sense.  This  sense  may 
be  presumed  to  be  the  sense  in  which  the  Tridentine  Council  affirms 
the  Mass  to  be  a  propitiatory  sacrifice.  And  may  v/e  not  presume 
that  in  this  sense  Cranmer  admitted  the  sacrifice  of  the  Eucharist, 
and  that  in  this  sense  there  was  no  intention  of  excluding  it  from 
our  Communion  Service  ? 

In  order  to  test  the  validity  and  force  of  such  an  argument  as 
this,  there  are  three  questions,  to  which  we  should  seek  an 
answer. 

(1)  Did  Cranmer,  in  carelessness,  omit  to  take  account  of  these 
propitiatory  sacrifices,  or  did  he  decline  to  recognise  them  ? 

(2)  Did  Cranmer  acknowledge  or  reject  the  claim  of  a  sacerdotium 
to  apply  (by  such  sacrifices,  or  otherwise)  the  benefits  of  Christ's 
propitiation  to  the  living  and  the  dead  ? 

(3)  Does  the  Roman  Theology  distinctly  exclude  from  the  pro 
pitiation  of  the  Mass  the  sense  which  is  conveyed  in  Cranmer's 
definition  of  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  ? 

(i)  As  regards  the  first  question,  it  will  hardly  be  denied  that 
the  theology  of  the  Reformation  has  declined  altogether  to  recog 
nise  or  allow  such  sacrifices  for  the  impetration  or  application  of 
the  merits  of  the  sacrifice  of  the  Cross.  Such  sacrifices  of  ap 
plication  have  no  place  in  the  teaching  of  Hply  Scripture  (see 
"  Romish  Mass  and  English  Church,"  pp.  31-37,  especially  Bre- 
vint,  as  quoted  pp.  33,  34;  and  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  80,  81 ; 
see  also  Coverdale's  Works,  ii.,  p.  266,  and  i.,  p.  530,  P.S.).  In 
deed,  it  is  acknowledged  by  some  Romanists  "that  in  all  the 
Scripture  there  is  not  one  word  spoken  of  any  such  institution  or 
promise  "  ("  Romish  Mass,"  p.  34). 

It  is  certain  that  Cranmer  was  not  writing  in  carelessness,  and 
was  intending  to  make  an  exhaustive  division  of  sacrifices.  Let 
the  following  words  of  his  be  noted:  "That  all  men  may  the 
better  understand  this  sacrifice  of  Christ,  which  He  made  for  the 
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great  benefit  of  all  men,  it  is  necessary  to  know  the  distinction 
and  diversity  of  sacrifices  "  ("  On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  346,  P.S.). 

It  is  certain  also  that  Cranmer's  view  of  the  propitiatory  sacri 
fice  of  the  Cross  left  no  room  for  any  other  sacrifice  of  propitia 
tion,  whether  applicatory  or  otherwise.  Witness  his  words  : 
"  Ubi  enim  peccatorum  remissio  est,  jam  non  est  amplius  oblatio 
pro  peccato  :  propter  hoc  Christi  sacrificium  quisquis  aliud  quae- 
sierit  pro  peccatis,  sacrificium  propitians,  invalidum  et  inefficax 
efficit  Christi  sacrificium  "  (see  Collier's  "  Eccles.  Hist.,"  vol.  ix., 
p.  305;  Records,  No.  Ixxi.  See  also  Cranmer,  "Lord's  Supper," 
pp.  348,  349,  P.S.). 

It  should  be  noted  that  Cranmer  strenuously  opposed  Gardiner's 
attempt  to  break  through  the  limitations  of  the  term  "  propitiatory 
sacrifices,"  and  "make  all  manner  of  sacrifices  propitiatory,"  in 
his  desire  "  to  defend  the  papistical  errors  "  (ibid.,  p.  362).  And 
this  Cranmer  did,  insisting  on  the  truth  that  in  the  Holy  Com 
munion  "  the  act  of  the  minister  and  other  be  all  of  one  sort, 
none  propitiatory,1  but  all  of  lauds  and  thanksgiving." 

1  We  have  lately,  indeed,  been  told  that  "  Archbishop  Cranmer,  who 
had  the  famous  controversy  with  Dr.  Smith,  was  careful  to  make  clear 
that  it  was  not  the  sacrifice,  but  mistaken  views  of  the  sacrifice  about 
which  he  contended  "  (Hall's  "Anglican  Orders  and  Papal  Bull,"  p.  26). 

But  the  following  quotation  will  show  that  in  his  controversy  with  Dr. 
Smith,  Cranmer  was  perfectly  consistent  with  his  teaching  as  already 
cited.  He  says,  Christ  "only  made  the  true  sacrifice  propitiatory  for  re 
mission  of  sin.  And  whosoever  else  taketh  upon  him  to  make  any  such 
sacrifice,  maketh  himself  anti-Christ.  And  then  he  (Dr.  Smith)  belieth 
me  in  two  things.  .  .  .  The  one  is,  that  I  deny  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass, 
which  in  my  book  have  most  plainly  set  out  the  sacrifice  of  Christian 
people  in  the  Holy  Communion  or  Mass  (if  Dr.  Smith  will  needs  so  term 
it) ;  and  yet  I  have  denied  that  it  is  a  sacrifice  propitiatory  for  sin,  or  that 
the  priest  alone  maketh  any  sacrifice  there.  For  it  is  the  sacrifice  of  all 
Christian  people  to  remember  Christ's  death,  to  laud  and  thank  Him  for 
it,  and  to  publish  it  and  show  it  abroad  unto  others,  to  His  honour  and 
glory"  ("On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  369,  P.S.).  Compare  Bilson's  "True 
Difference,"  pp.  688,  689  (Oxford,  1585). 

It  may  be  granted,  indeed,  that  we  need  not  understand  Cranmer  as 
altogether  condemning  and  disallowing  the  use  of  the  word  "  propitia 
tory"  in  a  wider  sense  than  that  of  his  definition.  English  reforming 
divines  have  felt  no  difficulty,  and  need  feel  no  difficulty,  in  admitting  a 
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It  may  be  granted,  indeed,  that  in  his  rejection  here  of  the  en 
larged  sense  of  propitiation,  Cranmer  does  not  appear  to  have 
had  sacrifices  of  application  distinctly  in  view.  And  if  Mr.  Lacey 

secondary  and  improper  sense  of  propitiation  (see  "  Missarum  Sacrificia," 

PP-  35.  36). 

What  Cranmer  is  obviously  insisting  upon  is  this,  that  the  distinction 
must -be  clearly  marked  between  sacrifices,  improperly  called  propitiatory, 
and  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  in  its  only  true  and  proper  sense. 

If  some  may  have  (perhaps  unadvisedly,  though  in  a  perfectly  sound 
sense)  spoken  of  the  grace  of  the  Sacrament  as  that  which  is  to  make  the 
sacrifice  of  Christ  "  by  application  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  to  us  "  (see  e.g. 
Cosin's  Works,  vol.  iv.,  pp.  280,  281,  A.C.L.,  and  "  Missarum  Sacrificia," 
pp.  35,  36),  it  is  not  at  all  because  of  our  having  power  to  offer  Christ's 
body  as  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  for  the  quick  and  the  dead  (see  pp.  278, 
280,  282,  285).  It  is  only  because  the  Eucharistic  service  is  the  remem 
brance,  in  and  by  which  we  plead  the  propitiation  made,  not  at  all  by  our 
remembering,  but  only  by  the  thing  remembered,  as  is  well  expressed  by 
the  learned  J.  Forbes  of  Corse :  "  Deum  suppliciter  orantes,  ut  .  .  .  nobis 
peccatoribus  sit  propitius :  non  propter  hanc  commemorationem,  sed 
propter  cruentam  illam  vere  et  proprie  sacrificatoriam,  et  propitiatoriam 
Oblationem  ;  quam  commemoramus,  Deoque  offerimus,  Oblatione  non 
sacrificatoria,  sed  commemorativa  ;  non  propitiatoria,  aut  meritoria,  sed 
supplicatoria  et  Eucharistica"  (Instr.  Hist.  Theol.,  Lib.  xi.,  cap.  xx.,  §  25, 
Op.,  torn,  ii.,  p.  575). 

So  Bishop  Morton  says:  "Commemoration  alone  hath  not  any  pro 
pitious  efficacy  in  itself.  But  yet  by  the  propitiatory  sacrifice  of  Christ 
resembled  thereby,  God  vouchsafeth  to  be  propitious  unto  us  "  (Instit.  of 
Sac.,  Book  vi.,  ch.  ix.,  p.  477.  London,  1635;  see  Origen  "In  Lev.," 
Horn,  xiii.)  This  applicatory  propitiation  (or  propitiatory  application) 
should,  however,  in  strictness  be  connected  rather  with  the  sacramental 
than  the  sacrificial  character  of  the  Eucharist  (see  note  in  "  Dangerous 
Deceits,"  p.  81,  and  "  Missarum  Sacrificia,"  p.  229).  The  Eucharist  is 
thus  efficacious  non  quia  offertur,  sed  quia  sumitur  (see  Melchior  Canus, 
Op.,  p.  431.  Patav.,  1734,  and  "Recent  Teachings  concerning  Euch. 
Sac.,"  p.  9). 

The  following  words  of  Waterland  are  worthy  of  special  attention : 
"  I  pass  on  to  another  very  celebrated  distinction  of  Christian  sacrifices 
into  gratulatory  and  propitiatory  ;  though  we  have  really  none  of  the 
latter  sort  but  one,  and  that  not  properly  ours  but  our  Lord's,  performed 
once  upon  the  Cross,  but  in  virtue  always  abiding.  The  word  propitiatory 
is  equivocal,  capable  of  a  larger  or  a  stricter  sense.  In  a  lax  and  less 
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can  bring  evidence  to  show  that  Cranmer  recognised  and  accepted 
such  propitiatory  sacrifices,  I  will  willingly  acknowledge  that  this 
part  of  my  argument  breaks  down. 

But  until  such  evidence  is  produced,  Cranmer's  division  of 
sacrifices  must  be  justified  by  the  fact,  as  stated  by  Dr.  Payne, 
that  "  The  Jews  had  the  virtue  of  these  sacrifices  applied  to  them 
by  eating  of  them,  or  by  having  the  blood  sprinkled  upon  them, 
or  by  some  other  ceremony  to  make  them  partakers  of  them  ;  but 
that  another  sacrifice  was  offered,  or  the  same  sacrifice  was 
reiterated  in  order  to  applying  of  them,  is  a  thing  unknown  and 
unheard  of"  (see  "  Romish  Mass  and  English  Church,"  p.  32, 
and  Brevint's  "  Missale  Romanum,"  p.  44.  Oxford,  1673.) 

(2)  As  regards  the  second  question,  it  is  certain  that  Cranmer 
utterly  rejected  and  refused  the  claim  of  any  sacerdotium  to  apply 
(by  the  Mass  or  otherwise,  saving,  of  course,  by  the  ministration 
of  the  Word  and  sacraments  to  the  faithful),  the  merits  of  Christ's 
sacrifice  on  the  Cross  for  the  benefit  of  the  living  or  the  dead. 

He  declares  that  the  old  fathers  "meant  in  no  wise  that  it 
[the  Lord's  Supper]  is  a  very  true  sacrifice  for  sin,  and  applicable 
by  the  priest  to  the  quick  and  dead  "  ("  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  353, 
P.S.).  He  adds :  "The  priest  may  well  minister  Christ's  words 
and  sacraments  to  all  men,  both  good  and  bad  ;  but  he  can  apply 
the  benefit  of  Christ's  passion  to  no  man,  being  of  age  and  discre 
tion,  but  only  to  such  as  by  their  own  faith  do  apply  the  same 
unto  themselves  "  (ibid.). 

So  we  are  taught  in  the  Apology  of  the  Church  of  England  : 
"  Quod  autem  dicunt,  et  interdum  etiam  stultis  persuadent,  sese 
missis  suis  posse  distribuere  atque  applicare  hominibus  (ssepe 
etiam  nihil  de  ea  re  cogitantibus,  nee  quid  agatur  intelligentibus) 
omnia  merita  mortis  Christi,  et  ridiculum  et  ethnicum  et  ineptum 
est.  Fides  enim  nostra  mortem  et  crucem  Christi  nobis  applicat, 

proper  acceptation  every  service  well  pleasing  to  God  is  propitiatory. 
.  .  .  In  this  sense  propitiatory  sacrifices  are  allowed  by  Protestant  divines: 
'  Cranmer  against  Gardiner,' p.  437,  438.  .  .  .  As  to  the  material  elements 
in  either  sacrament  .  .  .  they  cannot,  with  any  propriety,  be  called  an 
expiatory  or  a  propitiatory  sacrifice,  no,  not  in  the  lowest  sense  of  pro 
pitiatory.  Indeed,  the  religious  use  of  them  is  propitiatory  in  such  a 
sense  as  Christian  services  are  so "  ("  Distinctions  of  Sacrifice,"  §  xv. ; 
Works,  vol.  v.,  pp.  280,  281.  Oxford,  1843). 
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non  actio  sacrificuli.  '  Fides,'  inquit  Augustinus,  '  sacramentorum 
justificat,  non  sacramentum.'  Et  Origenes,  'Ille,'  inquit,  'est 
sacerdos,  et  propitiatio,  et  hostia,  quas  propitiatio  ad  unumquem- 
que  venit  per  viam  fidei.'  Atque  ad  hunc  modum,  sine  fide,  ne 
vivis  quidem  prodesse  dicimus  sacramenta  Christi ;  mortuis  vero 
multo  minus"  (Par.  II.,  cap.  xv.,  div.  2). 

And  in  his  defence  of  this  teaching  we  find  Jewel  insisting : 
"  We  say  it  is  neither  the  work  of  the  priest  nor  the  nature  of  the 
sacrament  as  of  itself  that  maketh  us  partakers  of  Christ's  death, 
but  only  the  faith  of  the  receiver  .  .  .  where  ye  say  ye  offer  up 
Christ  the  Son  of  God  really  and  substantially  unto  God  the 
Father ;  if  ye  say  it  in  your  dream  it  is  a  very  pleasant  fantasy  ; 
but  if  ye  be  awake,  and  know  what  ye  say,  then  is  it  a  great  blas 
phemy  "  ("  Defence  of  Apol.,"  pp.  558,  559,  P.S.). 

And  this,  I  need  hardly  say,  is  the  constant  teaching  of  our 
English  Reformers.  So  it  was  again  declared  by  Jewel :  "  It 
behoveth  us  to  understand  that  it  is  not  the  priest  but  God  only 
it  is  that  applieth  unto  each  man  the  remission  of  his  sins  in  the 
blood  of  Christ ;  not  by  means  of  the  Mass,  but  only  by  the 
means  of  faith.  .  .  .  This  is  a  most  certain  and  undoubted  appli 
cation  of  the  merits  and  death  of  Christ.  St.  Paul  saith  :  '  God 
hath  set  Christ  to  be  our  Reconciler  through  faith  by  the  media 
tion  of  His  Blood  ' "  (Works,  ii.,  p.  748,  P.S.). 

And  nothing  less  than  this  is  surely  taught  in  our  Homilies  : 
"  It  followeth  to  have  with  this  knowledge  a  sure  and  constant 
faith  .  .  .  that  thou  mayest  say  with  the  Apostle,  that  He  loved 
thee  and  gave  Himself  for  thee.  For  this  is  to  stick  fast  to  Christ's 
promise  made  in  His  institution  :  to  make  Christ  thine  own,  and 
to  apply  His  merits  unto  thyself.  Herein  thou  needest  no  other 
man's  help,  no  other  sacrifice  or  oblation,  no  sacrificing  priest,  no 
Mass,  no  means  established  by  man's  invention"  (p.  399,  ed. 
Oxford). 

Moreover,  we  have  it  on  good  evidence  that  the  Reformers  re 
cognised  that  they  were  persecuted  by  the  Papists  for  the  denial 
of  the  applicatory  propitiation  of  the  Mass-sacrifice  (see  "  Danger 
ous  Deceits,"  pp.  48,  49). 

It  is  no  wonder,  therefore,  that  Cranmer  recognised  no  sacri 
fices  of  applicatory  propitiation,  and  that,  in  his  view  of  the 
application  of  the  benefits  of  Christ's  passion,  there  is  no  room 
for  the  functions  of  a  sacrificing  priest. 

7* 


I00  The  Doctrine  of  Sacerdotium 

Let  the  reader  weigh  well  the  following  words,  and  he  will 
hardly,  I  think,  be  persuaded  that  in  Cranmer's  view  there  was 
any  place  to  be  allowed  for  an  applicatory  sacrifice  of  propitiation 
in  the  Mass.  Cranmer  has  been  alluding  to  the  saying  of  the 
Papists  "to  excuse  themselves"  that  they  make  "none  other 
sacrifice  than  Christ  made."  After  strongly  condemning  this 
saying,  he  adds:  "  Almighty  God,  the  Father  of  light  and  truth, 
banish  all  such  darkness  and  error  out  of  His  Church,  with  the 
authors  and  teachers  thereof,  or  else  convert  their  hearts  unto 
Him,  and  give  this  light  of  faith  to  every  man,  that  he  may  trust 
to  have  remission  of  his  sins,  and  be  delivered  from  eternal  death 
and  hell,  by  the  merit  only  of  the  death  and  blood  of  Christ :  and 
that  by  his  own  faith  every  man  may  apply  the  same  unto  him 
self,  and  not  take  it  at  the  appointment  of  Popish  priests,  by 
the  merit  of  sacrifices  and  oblations"  ("  Lord's  Supper,"  pp.  348? 
349,  P.S.).  See  also  quotation  given  above,  pp.  72,  73). 

(3)  If  this  is  anything  like  a  true  and  faithful  statement  of  the 
case,  it  follows  that  Mr.  Lacey's  argument  from  the  language  of 
Cranmer  will  not  stand.  The  designed  omission  from  our  Liturgy 
of  the  sacrificial  language  of  the  Missal  is  allowed,  but  room  is 
claimed  for  sacerdotium  and  sacrificium  still,  because  Cranmer 
acknowledged  in  his  writings  that  there  is  a  sacrifice  in  the  Eu- 
charistic  service,  rejecting  only  that  which  is  propitiatory,  and 
defining  propitiatory  sacrifice  as  that  which  "  pacifieth  God's  wrath 
and  indignation,  and  obtaineth  mercy  and  forgiveness  for  all  our 
sins,  and  is  a  ransom  for  our  redemption  from  everlasting  damna 
tion  "  ("On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  346,  P.S.,  see  also  p.  361). 

It  is  sufficient  for  our  purpose  if  it  has  been  shown  that  Cran 
mer  recognised  as  propitiatory  only  the  sacrifice  of  the  Cross,  and 
allowed  in  the  Eucharist  only  the  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanks 
giving  for  that  propitiation  as  therein  remembered  and  shown 
forth. 

The  claim  of  exception  being  invalidated,  the  truth  should  be 
seen,  and  its  full  force  be  acknowledged,  that  from  our  Liturgy 
has  been  omitted,  ex  industria,  all  that  could  be  understood  as 
having  the  sound  of  the  Romish  doctrine  of  the  sacrifice. 

It  is  impossible,  as  I  am  persuaded,  to  maintain  that  Cranmer 
saw  in  the  Eucharist  any  sacrifice  requiring  any  sacrificial  sacer 
dotium  to  offer  it,  or  allowed  any  such  sacerdotal  function  to  the 
priest  (or  presbyter)  in  the  ministration. 
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Here,  therefore,  I  might  be  well  content  to  leave  the  matter.  I  can 
not  think  that  anything  needs  to  be  added  to  my  argument.  I 
am  sure  it  must  be  allowed  that  no  propitiatory  Mass-sacrifice 
had  place  in  the  theology  of  Archbishop  Cranmer.  And  I  am 
equally  sure  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  any  place  was  reserved 
for  any  sort  of  propitiatory  sacrifice  (proprie  dictum)  when  the 
doctrine  of  the  Mass-sacrifice  was  EX  INDUSTRIA  eliminated  from 
the  teaching  of  the  Church  of  England.  I  submit  that  Mr. 
Lacey's  argument,  if  I  have  apprehended  it  aright,  has  been 
shown  to  rest  on  a  mistake. 

Nevertheless,  it  is  well  for  us  to  add  to  our  inquiries  some  ex 
amination  of  our  third  question,  seeing  that  there  is  much  popular 
misunderstanding  as  to  the  teaching  concerning  the  Mass-sacrifice 
which  is  allowed  in  the  Romish  Church. 

The  natural  inference  from  Mr.  Lacey's  language  would  seem 
to  be  that  Cranmer's  definition  of  a  propitiatory  sacrifice,  is  one 
which  would  be  clearly  inadmissible  as  applied  to  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Mass,  and  contrary,  or  contradictory,  to  the  sense  in 
which  that  sacrifice  is  declared  by  the  Tridentine  Council  to  be 
a  propitiatory  sacrifice. 

I  propose,  therefore,  as  briefly  as  possible,  to  examine  this 
matter,  and  to  see  how  far  Romish  teaching  concerning  propitia 
tion  is  in  agreement  with  the  teaching  of  Cranmer. 

For  this  purpose  it  will  be  most  convenient  to  have  before  us 
the  Latin  version  (probably  by  Sir  John  Cheke)  of  his  definition, 
as  given  in  the  Appendix  to  the  edition  by  the  Parker  Society  of 
his  work  "  On  the  Lord's  Supper  "  :  "  Sacrificiorum  duo  sunt 
genera  ;  unum,  quod  expians  vel  propitians  dicitur,  hoc  est,  quod 
iram  Dei  et  offensionem  placat,  veniam  ac  remissionem  omnium 
peccatorum  impetrat,  et  ab  aeterna  condemnatione  nobis  debita 
liberat  "  (p.  go),  or,  as  Mr.  Lacey  more  literally  renders  "  re- 
demptionem  ab  asterna  morte  operat." 

Now,  about  this  much  there  need  be  no  question  made,  and  no 
controversy  maintained,  (i)  that  a  minimized  sense  of  propitiation 
(such  as  Mr.  Lacey  may  be  supposed  to  have  in  view)  has  been 
constantly  contended  for  by  some  Divines  of  great  name  in  the 
Church  of  Rome,  who  have  found  it  impossible  to  claim  more  than 
this  for  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  (see  "  Missarum  Sacrificia,"  pp. 
232-235,  and  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  120-125),  and  (2)  that, 
since  the  Council  of  Trent  has  not  defined  its  sense  of  propitia- 
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tion,  the  door  may  seem  to  be  left  ajar  for  the  admission  of  some 
such  minimized  sense. 

But  I  must  be  allowed  to  question  whether  Mr.  Lacey  is  quite 
right  in  calling  this  sense  the  Tridentine  sense,  or  whether  any 
one  is  right  in  regarding  the  sense  given  in  Cranmer's  definition 
as  altogether  excluded  from  the  teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
concerning  the  efficacy  of  the  Mass-sacrifice. 

It  is,  I  think,  pretty  well  known,  that  there  has  been,  and  there 
is  a  school  of  Romish  divines  of  no  inconsiderable  weight,  which 
is  altogether  dissatisfied  with  the  merely  impetratory  efficacy  of 
the  Mass,  and  speaks  in  language  which  cannot  be  reconciled  with 
a  simply  applicatory  propitiation,  though  the  term  "application  " 
and  "  impetration "  may  still  be  used  (in  a  certain  sense)  as 
explanatory  of  the  sacrificial  efficacy. 

Thus  for  example,  Cardinal  De  Lugo  utters  this  warning :  "  Non 
debemus  confundere  virtutem,  quam  habet  [hoc  sacrificium]  ad 
expiandum,  et  purgandum  a  peccatis,  cum  virtute  ad  mere  impet- 
randum  "  (Disp.  Schol.,  "  De  Sacr.  Euch.,"  Disp.  xix.,  Sect,  ix., 
§  140,  p.  546.  Lugd.  1644.)  And  again  he  says  "  Non  confert  ad 
delenda  peccata  impetrando  solum,  sed  propitiando,  et  placando, 
qui  est  proprius  effectus  sacrificii,  ut  propitiatorium  est "  (ibid., 
§  141,  P-  546). 

Melchior  Canus  distinguishes  between  the  effect  of  the  Mass 
sacrifice  qua  "  satisfactio,"  and  qua  "  impetratio"  (Op.,  p.  433. 
Patav.,  1734.) 

Lindanus — referring  to  the  Greek  Liturgies — argues  :  "  Longe 
diversum  est  a  precibus  sacrificium.  .  .  .  Hinc  liqueat  .  .  .  in- 
cruentam  hostiam  .  .  .  non  ad  preces  .  .  .  sed  ad  tremendum 
illud  Mediatoris  nostri  pertinere  sacrificium  "  (Panop.  Evang., 
Liv.  IV.,  p.  308.  Colon.,  1575.) 

Again  he  says:  "Cum  autem  tantopere  contendatis,  Missas 
sacrificium  non  esse  propitiatorium  pro  delendis  peccatis  vivorum 
aut  mortuorum,  qua  obsecro  fronte  audetis  negare  vos  idem  cum 
Aerio  sentire  ?  "  (ibid.,  p.  315  ;  see  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  p.  126). 

In  the  Council  of  Trent  it  was  said  by  Aliphanus,  "  Non  minus 
fuit  expiatoria  oblatio  casnae  quam  crucis  "  (In  Theiner,  "  Acta 
Cone.  Trid.,"  torn,  ii.,  pp.  93,  94). 

For  other  examples  the  reader  may  be  referred  to  "  Missarum 
Sacrificia,"  pp.  61,  62,  238,  240,  and  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp. 
121,  122,  123. 
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It  is  needless,  however,  to  multiply  examples  as  evidence  of  that 
which  will  hardly,  I  conceive,  be  disputed  by  any. 

But  it  is  worth  while  to  show  that  the  terms  in  which  Cranmer 
has  denned  his  "  propitiatory  sacrifice"  are  the  very  terms  used 
by  Romish  authorities  to  express  clearly  their  doctrine  of  the 
Mass ;  that,  in  fact,  the  language  and  the  teaching  of  Cranmer  con 
cerning  propitiation  may  be  matched  to  the  full  (as  regards,  at 
least,  the  main  points)  in  the  language  and  teaching  of  doctors  of 
the  Roman  Church  concerning  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass. 

Indeed,  Bellarmine's  description  of  "propitiatory  sacrifice"  as 
belonging  to  the  Mass  can  hardly  be  said  to  fall  far  short  of  what 
Cranmer  claims  as  belonging  to  his  "propitiatory  sacrifice." 
These  are  Bellarmine's  words:  "  Alterum  dicitur,  in  Scriptura, 
sacrificium  pro  peccato,  quod  etiam  propitiatorium  appellatur : 
cujus  finis  est  praster  Dei  cultum  propitiatio  irati  Dei,  et  peccatorum 
remissio"  ("De  Missa,"  lib,  ii.,  cap.  i.).  If  this  much  is  to  be 
predicated  of  the  Mass  (and  Bellarmine  contends  that  all  this  is 
claimed  for  the  Mass  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  c.  1045,  and  results 
from  it — qua  sacrifice — "ex  opere  operate"),  can  all  idea  of  Re 
demption  be  altogether  excluded  ?  (see  Ephes.  i.  7).  Even  if  it 
can,  the  questions  connected  with  "  Redemptio  "  must  be  allowed 
I  think,  after  this,  to  be  comparatively  unimportant.  But  to  come 
to  particulars. 

There  are  three  points  contained  in  Cranmer's  definition. 
These  we  may  call  :  (a)  "  Placatio,"  (b)  "  Remissio,"  (c)  "  Re 
demptio."  And  in  seeking  their  equivalents  in  Roman  teaching 
we  must  take  account  of  these  three  things :  (a)  the  Placatio  has 
relation  to  the  wrath  of  God  which  is  appeased,  (b)  the  Remissio 
has  relation  to  all  sins,  (c)  The  Redemptio  has  relation  to  eternal 
death. 

(»)  As  to  "  Placatio."  Cranmer's  definition  of  a  propitiatory 
sacrifice  says :  "  Iram  Dei  et  offensionem  placat."  What  does 
the  Council  of  Trent  say  concerning  the  Mass?  "  Hujus  obla- 
tione  placatus  Dominus  "  ("  De  Mis.  Sacr.,"  cap.  ii.).  But  for  a 
more  exact  correspondence  of  language  we  turn  to  the  Tridentine 
Catechism,  and  there  we  find  set  down  as  one  of  the  reasons  why 
the  Eucharist  was  instituted—"  Ut  Ecclesiaperpetuum  sacrificium 
haberet,  quo  .  .  .  Caelestis  Pater  .  .  .  saepe  .  .  .  offensus,  ab 
ira  ad  misericordiam  .  .  .  traduceretur "  (Par.  II.,  cap.  iv., 
§  Ixxvi.,  p.  291.  Ed.  Paris,  1863.  See  also  §  Ixxxiv.,  p.  295.) 
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Compare  Estius  ("De  Missa,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  x.):  "In  Missa 
offerimus  Deo  patri  Eucharistiam,  non  tantum  sicut  donum 
Dominica:  passionis  memoriale,  sed  etiam  sicut  munus  Deo 
acceptissimum,  quo  et  Deum  valeamus  placare  super  offensis  "  (see 
Chemnitz,  "  Examen,  De  Missa  Pont.,"  art.  iv.,  p.  386).  And 
Melchior  Canus:  "  Conclusio  certissima  est.  .  .  .  Eucharistiam 
id  [sacrificium]  esse,  quod  nobis  Deum  placatum  propitium- 
que  reddat"  ("  De  Loc.  Usu,"  lib.  xii.,  cap.  xii.,  Op.,  p.  414. 
Patav.,  1734). 

(b)  As  to  R&missio.  We  have  first  to  finish  the  sentence  just 
quoted  from  the  Council  of  Trent:  "  Hujus  oblatione  placatus 
Dominus,  et  gratiam  et  donum  paenitentise  concedens,  crimina  et 
peccata,  etiam  ingentia,  dimittit." 

On  the  sense  of  dimittit  (which  goes  farther  than  remittit),  see 
"  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  18,  19. 

It  is  also  to  the  purpose  to  fill  in  an  omission  from  the  former 
quotation  from  the  Catechism :  "  Ut  Ecclesia  perpetuum  sacri 
ficium  haberet,  quo  peccata  nostra  expiarentur." 

It  is  true,  indeed,  that  modern  theologians  generally  restrain 
the  effect  of  the  Mass-sacrifice,  allowing  it  only  &  finite  power  of 
remission,  some  excluding  the  remission  of  culpa,  some  excluding 
from  its  operation  mortal  sins.  Indeed,  these  limitations  seem  to 
be  required  because  the  necessity  of  the  sacrament  of  penance 
must  be  maintained,  and  its  efficacy  must  be  saved  (see  "  Romish 
Mass  and  English  Church,"  p.  30).  But  it  would  appear  that  the 
old  Roman  Missal  recognised  in  the  Mass  an  unlimited  efficacy 
(in  some  sort)  for  the  remission  of  sins  ("  prosit  oblatio,  quam  im- 
molando  totius  mundi  tribuisti  relaxari  delicta;  "*  see  Bingham, 

1  These  words  are  cited  from  Hincmar.  It  may  be  well  to  give  the 
context  of  the  quotation.  Hincmar  is  arguing  for  the  unlimited  efficacy 
of  the  Redemption  of  the  Cross.  He  quotes  from  Prosper :  "  Qui  dicit 
quod  non  pro  totius  mundi  redemptione  Salvator  sit  crucifixus,  non  ad 
sacramenti  virtutem,  sed  ad  infidelium  respicit  partem,  cum  Sanguis 
Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi  pretium  totius  sit  mundi."  Then  he  adds  : 
"  Hanc  ipsa  sancta  sedes  Apostolica  in  arcanis  caelestium  mysteriorum 
ex  Apostolorum  traditione  retinet  dicens,  Haec  hostia,  quassumus,  Domine, 
mundet  nostra  delicta,  quas  in  ara  crucis  immolata  totius  mundi  tulit  of- 
fensam,  et  item,  Annue  nobis,  Domine,  ut  animae  famuli  tui  Leonis  haec 
prosit  oblatio,  quam  immolando  totius  mundi  tribuisti  relaxari  delicta  " 
("  De  Praedestinatione,"  cap.  xxxiv.,  Op.,  torn,  i.,  pp.  296,  297.  Paris, 
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"Ch.  Ant.,"  Book  XV.,  cap.  iii.,  §  16,  vol.  v.,  p.  112).  And 
Cardinal  Allen  maintains  that  the  fathers  attributed  to  it  an  effi 
cacy  for  remission  as  complete  as  that  of  the  Cross  (see  "  Romish 
Mass  and  English  Church,"  p.  93).  And  the  Jesuit  Ribera  not 
only  seems  to  contend  for  "  an  absolute  remission  of  sins,"  but 
even  argues  that  "  this  was  decreed  in  the  Council  of  Trent  " 
(ibid.,  p.  36  ;  see  Bp.  Morton,  as  there  quoted). 

And  Gabriel  Biel  teaches :  "  Est  etiam  sacrificium  illud  similium 
effectuum  operativum,  quos  operatum  est  id  ipsum  sacrificium 
in  cruce  "  ("  De  Missa,"  Lect.  Ixxxv.,  fol.  201.  Paris,  1516.) 

Compare  the  following  from  the  Angelical  Doctor  :  "  Effectum, 
quern  passio  Christi  fecit  in  mundo,  hoc  sacramentum  facit  in 
homine  "  (Thos.  Aquinas,  "  Summa,"  Par.  III.,  Quasst.  Ixxix.,  art. 
i.,  torn,  viii.,  p.  268.  Lugd.,  1663.) 

One  of  the  doctors  of  the  Sorbonne  is  quoted  as  maintaining: 
"  In  missa  sacrificandum  esse  Deo,  non  tantum  actu  interiori,  sed 
et  exteriori :  nee  tantum  sacrificio  Eucharistico,  sed  et  propitia- 
torio,"  adding  this  definition :  "  Sacrificium  propitiatorium,  seu 
expiatorium,  est  oblatio  Deo  facta,  pro  peccatorum  expiatione, 
et  Dei  gratia,  seu  remissione  peccatorum  consequenda"  (see 
Chemnitz,  "  Examen,  De  Missa  Pont.,"  art.  iv.,  p.  386.  Berlin, 
1861.) 

The  following  may  be  added  from  Bona  (who,  however,  favours 
the  view  of  finite  efficacy):  "  Quia  nullum  extat  pretium,  quo 
infinitae  bonitati  tuas  offensae  condigne  satisfacere  valeamus,  nisi 
pretium  Sanguinis  dilectissimi  Filii  tui  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi 
ipsum  tibi  offero  hostiam  placationis  sufncientissimam  pro  meis 
et  totius  mundi  peccatis."  And  again  :  "  Quern  [Filium  tuum] 
semel  in  cruce  oblatum,  nunc  denuo  offero  "  ("  Tractatus  de  Missa," 
cap  iv.,  §  x.,  Op.,  p.  115  ;  Antwerp,  1723.  See  also  cap.  i.,  §§  i,  3, 
4,  pp.,  106,  107.) 

Cardinal   De   Lugo  says:   "Non   defuerunt,  qui  dicerent,  hoc 

1645.)  It  will  be  seen,  I  think,  from  this,  that  the  term  immolatio  points 
rather  to  the  Cross,  the  term  oblatio  to  the  Mass.  (See  note  T  in  appendix 
to  "Romish  Mass  and  English  Church,"  especially  pp.  92,  93).  If  this 
is  so,  it  should  be  observed  that  this  distinction  was  not  of  very  long  sur 
vival.  (See  "  Romish  Mass,"  pp.  51,  52;  and  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp. 
47,  92;  and  Gibson's  "Preservative,"  vol.  vi.,  pp.  252,  253;  and  especi 
ally  Bellarmine,  "  De  Missa,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  xxvii.,  cc.  1040,  1041.) 
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sacrificium  immediate  conferre  primam  gratiam,  et  remissionem 
peccati  mortalis,  si  ablatus  sit  obex  per  attritionem  .  .  .  pro  quo 
afferuntur  verba.  .  .  .  Tridentini,  Sess.  22,  c.  2.  Ubi  docet  sacri 
ficium  istud  vere  propitiatorium  esse,  etc.  Cujus  rationem  reddit, 
quia  nimirum  hujus  oblatione  placatus  Dominus  ingentia  quoque 
peccata  et  crimina  dimittit.  Quae  verba  desumpta  videntur  ex 
Alexandro  primo,  Epist.  I.,  c.  4  :  cui  consentit  Julius  Papa  .  .  . 
qui  dicit,  oinne  crimen,  atque  peccatum,  oblatis  Deo  sacrificiis,  deleri  " 
(Disput.  XIX.,  sect,  ix.,  §  136,  p.  545).  Compare  the  "  Concilium 
Bracarense  III."  (IV.),  A.D.  675:  "Cum  omne  crimen  atque 
peccatum  oblatis  Deo  sacrificiis  deleatur,"  etc.  (Mansi,  torn,  xi., 
c.  i55A).  See  also  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  103,  104. 

(c)  As  to  Redemptio.  It  is  no  doubt  true  that  in  the  usual  ex 
plications  of  the  efficacy  of  the  Mass,  expiation  quoad  pretium  is 
excluded,  and  it  may  doubtless  be  alleged  (though  by  some  it  may 
not  be  so  readily  allowed)  that  whatever  agreement  can  be  shown 
with  Cranmer's  definition  on  this  point,  is  probably  verbal  rather 
than  real  (see  Bellarmine,  "  De  Missa,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  xxv.,  cc.  1030, 
1033,  and  lib.  ii.,  cap.  iv.,  cc.  1053,  IO54  '•>  Ingolst.,  1601 ;  also 
Brevint,  "  Missale  Rom.,"  p.  40.  Oxford,  1673.) 

Indeed,  notwithstanding  some  sayings  which  are  difficult  of  ex 
planation  (see  "  Missarum  Sacrificia,"  pp.  61,  237),  and  some 
indications  of  popular  misunderstandings  (see  "  Missarum  Sacri 
ficia,"  pp.  58,  241,  and  Cranmer,  "On  Lord's  Supper,"  p.  354; 
App.,  97,  P.S.),  it  is  scarcely  credible  that  any  Romish  divines 
meant  seriously  to  maintain  that  the  Mass  was  redemptive  in 
anything  like  the  same  sense  in  which  the  sacrifice  of  the  Cross 
was  redemptive,  or  that  any  well-informed  Romanists  would  have 
objected  to  the  statement  of  Gardiner  that, "  When  men  added  to  the 
Mass  an  opinion  of  satisfaction,  or  of  a  new  redemption,  they  put 
it  to  another  use  than  it  was  ordained  for  "  (see  Dixon's  "  History 
of  the  Church  of  England,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  264  ;  see  also  Gaspar  Con- 
tarini,  "  De  Sacramentis,"  lib.  ii.,  cap.  iii.,  Op.,  pp.  358-360. 
Paris,  1571.)  Yet  the  Tridentine  Catechism  declares:  "  Ut 
sacrificium  est,  non  merendi  solum,  sed  satisfaciendi  quoque 
efficientiam  continet  "  (Par.  II.,  §  Ixxviii.),  which  cannot  easily  be 
reconciled  with  Father  Ryder's  statement  "that  there  is  not  the 
slightest  trace  of  any  such  view  as  that  of  remeriting  among  con 
temporary  writers  "  (Nineteenth  Century,"  July,  1897,  p.  105). 
And  T.  Aquinas  states:  "Per  hoc  sacramentum  participes 
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efficimur  fructus  Dominicae  passionis.  Unde  in  quadem  Dominicali 
oratione  secreta  dicitur,  Quoties  hujus  hostise  commemoratio  cele- 
bratur,  opus  nostriz  redemption^  exercetur"  ("Summa/'  Par.  III., 
Quasst.  LXXXII.,  art.  i.,  torn,  viii.,  p.  333.  Lugd.,  1663.)  And 
elsewhere  he  writes  :  "  Aliis  qui  non  sumunt,  prodest  per  modum 
sacrificii,  in  quantum  pro  salute  eorum  offertur.  Unde  et  in 
Canone  Missas  dicitur,  memento,  Domine,  famulorum  .  .  .  pro 
quibus  tibi  offeremus  .  .  .  pro  redemptione  animarum  suarum " 
(Quaest.  LXXIX.,  art.  vii.,  p.  278).  See  also  "  Romish  Mass  and 
English  Church,"  pp.  52,  53.  Melchior  Canus  says:  "  Sancti 
veteres  .  .  .  constantissime  tradunt  ...  in  mysteriis  et  sacrificio 
esse  remissionem  peccatorum.  Eusebius  Emissenus  hanc  re 
demptions  oblationem  vocat "  ("  De  Loc.  Usu,"  lib.  xii.,  cap.  xii., 
Op.,  p.  415.  Patav.,  1734.) 

And  again  :  "Qui  vero  solam  vim  impetrandi  in  altaris  hostia 
ponunt,  hi  in  prenis  peccatorum  primum  errant ;  quas  sacrificio 
sanguinis  Christi  tanquam  pretio  exhibito  redimi  .  .  .  perstrinxi- 
mus  breviter''  (ibid.,  p.  432).  And  again:  "  Donavit  autem 
Christus  nobis  pretium  hoc,  gratisque  donavit,  ut  debita  nostra  sol- 
vainus.  .  .  .  Quia  vero  pretium  istud  acceptum  licet,  sed  nostrum 
est  tamen ;  vere  hoc  exhibito  peccata  nostra  redimimus,  Deumque 
suis  beneficiis  placamus  "  (ibid.,  pp.  434,  435). 

So  Bona:  "In  ilia  oratione,  Nobis  quoque  peccatoribus  .  .  .  et 
prczstas  nobis  in  cibum  et  redemptionem  .  .  .  et  dum  tenes  hostiam 
super  calicem,  offeres  SS.  Eucharistiam,  quam  sub  utraque  specie 
in  manibus  habes  ...  in  expiationem  culparum,  et  pro  omnium 
bonorum  impetratione  "  ("Tractatus  de  Missa,"  cap.  v.,  §  ix.,  Op., 
p.  125.  Antwerp,  1723.) 

And  Gregory  de  Valentia  makes  it  potentially  redemptive,  only 
not  ordained  for  redemptive  purposes  ("De' Rebus  Cont.,"  pp. 
712-714.  Paris,  1610.)  And  Melchior  Canus  ("  De  Loc.  Usu," 
Op.,  p.  415,  Patav.,  1734)  says:  "Cum  ergo  Corpus  Christi  et 
sanguinem  Dei  dono  tanquam  res  nostras  habeamus;  utique 
poterimus  offerre  Deo  ad  redemptionem  animarum  nostrarum  ; 
quemadmodum  et  pcenas  proprias,  et  sanguinem  quoque  nostrum 
offerimus."  And  again  he  says  :  "  At  vivis  per  viam  redemptionis 
et  pretii  potest "  (p.  432).  And  yet  again:  "Nee  dubitandum 
Catholicis  est  ...  in  altaris  sacrificio  sanguinem  Christi  fundi 
non  aliter  ad  affectum,  quam  si  nunc  funderetur  in  cruce " 
(p.  410  ;  see  also  p.  416,  and  "  Romish  Mass  and  English  Church," 
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p.  25;  also  "Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  101-104).  Muratori  says 
of  the  "Novatores" — "Verum  sacrificium,  quo  non  ipsi  caruere 
Judsei,  ab  Ecclesia  abjecere  :  hoc  est  quotidianum  illud  divinse 
gratis  serarium  everterunt,  per  quod  redimere  posse  peccata  nostra 
nobis  dedit  Clementissimus  omnium  Pater"  ("  Liturgia  Romana," 
torn,  i.,  c.  197.  Venice,  1748.)  Le  Brun,  expounding  the  words 
of  the  Missal — "hoc  sacrificium  laudis  .  .  .  pro  redemptione  ani- 
marum  suarum  " — says :  "  Per  Sacrificium  peccata  deluntur,  quae 
animam  eo  redigunt,  ut  Dsemonis  mancipium  sit  ;  et  quod  inde 
fit  consequens,  Sacrificium  hanc  animi  captivitatem  funditus 
tollit,  eumque  in  libertatem  restituit :  pro  redemptione  animarum 
suarum  "  ("  Explicatio  Literalis,"  torn,  i.,  p.  209).  Moreover,  in 
the  sense  in  which  Cranmer  speaks  of  their  masses,  whereby 
"they  may  redeem  souls  out  of  purgatory"  ("Lord's  Supper", 
p.  361),  all  would  perhaps  allow  the  sacrifices  to  be  redemptive. 

But  let  the  reader  be  asked  to  weigh  well  the  following  words 
of  Pope  Innocent  III.,  which  are  his  interpretation  of  the  same 
words  of  the  Canon  of  the  Mass:  "Pro  redemptione  animarum 
suarum.  Quasi  dicat :  Non  pro  temporali  lucro,  et  appetitu  ter- 
reno,  sed  pro  spe  salutis.  .  .  .  Pro  salute  mentis,  et  incolumitate 
corporis.  .  .  .  Utraque  sanitas  provenit  ex  redemptione  animce,  id 
est,  de  remissione  peccati.  .  .  .  Offerimus  ergo  sacrificium  pro 
seternis,  ut  dentur  nobis  in  prasmium.  Pro  spiritualibus,  ut 
dentur  nobis  in  meritum.  Pro  corporalibus,  ut  dentur  nobis 
ad  adminiculum "  ("In  Libros  sex  Mysteriorum,"  lib.  ii.,  cap. 
vii.,  Op.,  torn,  i.,  p.  368.  Coloniae,  1575.)  And  then  let  the 
reader  set  beside  the  prayer  of  the  Canon  ("  ab  ceterna  nos  damna- 
tione  eripi,  et  in  electorum  tuorum  jubeas  grege  numerari  ")  the 
"secreta"  approved  by  Cricius  Polonus  (see  Chemnitz,  Examen 
Con.  Trid.,  "  De  Missa  Pont.,"  art.  iv.,  p.  386.  Berlin,  1861) : 
"  Suscipe,  Sancta  Trinitas,  hanc  oblationem,  et  prsesta,  ut  in  con- 
spectu  tuo  placens  ascendat,  et  meam  ac  omnium  fidelium  salutem 
operetur  aeternam,  per  eundem  Christum  Dominum  nostrum." 
And  viewing  both  these  in  the  light  of  Pope  Innocent's  Exposition 
(to  which  may  be  added  that  of  Gabriel  Biel,  Lect.  xxx.,  fol.  48. 
Paris,  1516),  let  him  judge  whether  we  have  not  here  teachings 
concerning  the  Mass  which  come  up  to  the  mark  required  by 
Cranmer's  definition. 

And  it  will  be,  if  possible,  still  more  conclusive  to  quote  the 
following  from  Bellarmine :  "  Gregorius,  lib.  iv.,  Dialog.,  cap. 
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58,  Hcec  victima  singulariter  ab  ceterno  interitu  animam  salvat.  Vide 
etiam  homil.  37,  Beda,  lib.  4,  hist,  gentis  suas,  cap.  22.  Sacri 
ficium,  inquit,  hoc  salutare  ad  redemptionem  valet  animae  et  corporis 
sempiternam  "  ("  De  Missa,"  lib.  ii. ;  "  De  Controv.,"  torn,  iii.,  c. 
1048.  Ingolst.,  1601.) 

The  first  of  these  quotations  will  be  found  in  torn.  ii.  of  the 
Benedictine  edition  of  the  works  of  Gregory  the  Great  (Venice, 
1774),  col.  472.  It  is  a  noteworthy  example  of  the  early  tendency 
to  attribute  to  the  commemoration  that  which  belongs  to  the  sacri 
fice  commemorated  (see  "  Romish  Mass  and  English  Church," 
pp.  94-97).  Mark  the  works,  "  pro  nobis  iterum  in  hoc  mysterio 
sacrae  oblationis  immolatur  "  ;  and  lower  down,  "  Pensemus  quale 
sit  pro  nobis  hoc  sacrificium,  quod  pro  absolutione  nostra  pas- 
sionem  Unigeniti  Filii  semper  imitatur." 

The  second  quotation  will  be  found  in  the  Works  of  Beda,  torn, 
iii.,  c.  104  (Coloniae,  1688).  The  chapter  records,  "  Ut  vincula 
cujusdam  captivi,  cum  pro  eo  missse  cantarentur,  soluta  sint." 

I  am  not  concerned  to  reconcile  Bellarmine's  language  here 
with  his  minimizing  doctrine  elsewhere  (see  "Romish  Mass  and 
English  Church,"  pp.  26,  27).  It  is  sufficient  that  he  cites  these 
passages  as  evidence  to  show  "  Sacrificium  Missae  propitiatorium 
esse."  The  reader  has  but  to  view  these  two  quotations  together, 
and  he  can  hardly  fail  to  see  that  we  have  here  that  which,  in 
a  really  remarkable  way,  matches  the  very  words  of  Cranmer's 
definition  of  propitiatory  sacrifice  as  translated  by  Mr.  Lacey 
— "  redemptionem  ab  aeterna  morte  operat." 

Few,  I  think,  will  be  found  to  maintain  that  Cranmer's  language 
demands  more  for  his  propitiatory  sacrifice,  even  in  the  matter  of 
Redemption,  than  is  here  in  terms  claimed  for  the  sacrifice  of  the 
Mass. 

In  quoting  from  these  divines,  I  am  not,  of  course,  intending 
that  they  should  be  regarded  as  authorized  exponents  of  Roman 
doctrine.  Nor,  in  appealing  to  the  Tridentine  Catechism,  do  I 
wish  to  attribute  to  it  a  primary  symbolical  force  (see  Winer's 
"Confessions  of  Christendom,"  pp.  9,  10 ;  Morton,  "On  Euchar 
ist,"  p.  475).  But  the  very  name  of  that  Catechism  necessarily 
attracts  to  it  a  prominent  attention.  Moreover,  it  has  been 
accepted  by  popes  and  bishops  and  provincial  synods.  And  see 
ing  that  Rome  has  always  a  machinery  in  force  for  condemning 
and  expurgating  writings  and  doctrines  which  she  disallows,  it 
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can  hardly  be  maintained  that  that  alone  is  the  Tridentine  doc 
trine,  which  is  approved  by  Mr.  Lacey,  so  long  as  the  teachings 
which  I  have  cited,  corresponding  with  the  definition  of  Cranmer, 
are  not  placed  on  the  Roman  Index. 

Mr.  Lacey,  indeed,  urges  (Record,  October  29,  1897)  tnat  tnis 
power  "  is  freely  used  for  suppressing  opinions  already  con 
demned  ;  it  is  used  sparingly  and  timorously  for  novel  condemna 
tions.  ' ' 

But  the  question  surely  arises — Why  have  not  such  teachings 
been  "  already  condemned"  ?  Why  was  the  Council  of  Trent  (to 
use  Mr.  Lacey's  words)  "timid  and  obscure  in  dealing  with 
mediaeval  superstitions  about  the  Sacrifice  "  ?  And  why  are  such 
erroneous  and  strange  doctrines  still  freely  taught  without  rebuke 
and  with  episcopal  sanction  ?  (see  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp. 
121-124). 

It  is  (as  it  seems  to  me)  conceded  by  implication  even  by  some 
Romish  divines  that  that  which  goes  beyond  the  most  minimized 
view  of  propitiation  is  a  derogation  from  the  all-sufficiency  of  the 
propitiation  of  the  Cross  (see  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  pp.  120,  121). 
Why,  then,  is  such  doctrine  allowed  to  lift  itself  up  in  the  Roman 
Communion,  if  only  the  minimized  view  is  the  sense  of  the  Council 
of  Trent  ?  Why  is  the  "  Index  "  so  sparingly  and  timorously 
used  for  the  condemnation  of  that,  the  negation  of  which  should 
surely  be  de  fide  in  the  Christian  Church  ? 

In  truth,  it  is  scarcely  conceivable  that  the  language  of  the 
Council  can  have  been  intended  to  affirm  only  the  minimized 
sense  of  propitiation  as  pertaining  to  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass. 

Gropper,  in  the  "  Antididagma,"  defending  the  Roman  position 
against  the  reforming  efforts  of  Archbishop  Hermann  (see  Secken- 
dorf,  "  Comm.  de  Lutheranismo,"  lib.  iii.,  sect,  xxvii.,  §  cvii.), 
though  he  had  himself  encouraged  a  doctrinal  reform,  complained 
of  it  as  a  grievous  injustice  that  Papists  were  charged  with  teach 
ing  "  Missam  esse  propitiatorium  sacrificium  pro  peccatis."  And 
he  argued,  "  Missam  forte  appellari  posse  propitiatorium  sacri 
ficium,  non  quod  vere  sit  tale,  sed  quod  sit  imago  unici  propitiatorii 
sacrificii  semel  in  cruce  oblati "  (see  Chemnitz,  "  Examen  De 
Missa  Pont,"  Art.  iv.,  p.  385.  Berlin,  1861.) 

And  Vicelius,  defining  the  Mass,  had  taught,  "  Quod  sit  sacri 
ficium  rememorativum,  item  laudis  et  gratiarum  actionis " 
(ibid.). 
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And  all  this  might  be  fairly  defended  as  following  pretty  closely 
the  teaching  of  Lombard  (see  "  Romish  Mass  and  English 
Church,"  pp.  51,  52),  whose  doctrine  had  survived  in  the  writings 
of  not  a  few  other  eminent  divines  (see  "  Vox  Liturgias  Anglicanae," 
pp.  80,  81). 

But  how  was  this  teaching  dealt  with  in  the  Council  of  Trent  ? 
Its  committee  of  theologians  have,  among  the  articles  to  be  ex 
amined,  these:  (i)  "An  Missa  sit  sola  commemoratio  sacrificii 
in  cruce  peracti,  non  autem  verum  sacrificium."  (2)  "An  Missa 
sit  tantum  sacrificium  laudis  et  gratiarum  actionis,  non  autem 
sacrificium  propitiatorium,  tam  pro  vivis  quam  pro  defunctis." 
And  as  the  result  we  have  the  decree  of  the  Council,  "  Sacrificium 
Missae  esse  vere  propitiatorium,"  and  a  Canon  declaring,  "Si 
quis  dixerit,  Missae  sacrificium  tantum  esse  laudis  et  gratiarum 
actionis,  aut  nudam  commemorationem  sacrificii  in  cruce  peracti, 
non  autem  propitiatorium  pro  peccatis  et  vivorum  et  defunctorum 
offerendum,  anathema  sit." 

It  has  been  well  and  truly  said  by  one  whose  authority  is 
highly  and  justly  esteemed:  "Why  did  the  Fathers  of  Trent, 
when  they  had  all  the  human  language  at  their  command,  de 
liberately  choose  to  call  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  vere  propitia 
torium  ?  They  may  have  said  that  it  was  vere  propitiatorium  in  the 
secondary  sense  ;  but  no  one  can  fail  to  see  the  misleading  effect 
of  such  language,  and  that  nothing  could  have  been  easier  to  the 
Divines  of  Trent,  had  they  chosen,  than  to  draw  a  far  more  clear 
distinction  than  they  did  between  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  and 
the  Sacrifice  of  the  Cross.  It  is  evident  that  as  ecclesiastical 
statesmen  they  were  afraid  of  interfering  with  the  broad,  popular, 
established  view  of  the  Mass,  while  as  theologians  they  just  con 
trived  to  secure  themselves  from  the  responsibility  of  a  monstrous 
dogmatic  statement"  (Professor  Mozley's  "Lectures,"  p.  217; 
see  "  Dangerous  Deceits,"  p.  76). 

NOTE  I  (see  pp.  ix  and  xxx). 

ON  THE  DECREE  OF  EUOENIUS  IV.,  "  EXULTATE  DEO,"  AS  INTER 
PRETED  BY  THE  ROMAN  CATHOLIC  "  CARDINAL  ARCHBISHOP  AND 
BISHOPS  OF  THE  PROVINCE  OF  WESTMINSTER." 

IN  the  able  and  learned  "Vindication  of  the  Bull  'Apostolicas 
Curae  '  "  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Bishops  it  is  asserted  that  "  Leo 
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XIII.  has  given  no  decision  inconsistent  with  the  Instruction  on 
behalf  of  the  Armenians "  (p.  87).  This  statement  obviously 
needs  explanation,  seeing  that  Pope  Leo  has  declared  that  the 
"matter"  of  the  sacrament  of  orders  is  one  thing,  and  Eugenius 
IV.  in  his  Instruction  for  the  Armenians  had  declared  it  to  be 
another  thing.  It  is  readily  granted  (see  p.  viii)  that  Pope  Leo's 
language  does  not  necessarily  exclude  the  "matter"  as  denned 
by  Pope  Eugenius.  But  can  the  same  be  said  of  the  language  of 
Eugenius?  Does  it  or  does  it  not  admit  the  "matter"  as  de 
nned  by  Pope  Leo  ?  In  its  "  obvious  "  sense  assuredly  not. 
That  which  is  the  "  materia  "  in  the  teaching  of  Pope  Leo  is  ex 
cluded  from  the  "  materia  "  in  the  Instruction  of  Pope  Eugenius. 

How,  then,  can  it  be  shown  that  the  decision  of  Leo  XIII.  is 
not  inconsistent  with  the  Decretum  of  Eugenius  ? 

The  "Vindication  "  sets  before  us  for  this  purpose  two  ways  in 
which  the  Instruction  pro  Armenis  may  be  explained  "as  inter 
preted  by  Catholic  theologians."  According  to  the  first  opinion, 
"its  words  must  be  taken  in  their  obvious  sense,"  in  which  "  we 
are  to  gather  from  them  that  delivery  of  instruments  is  truly  the 
essential  element  of  the  Sacrament"  (p.  87),  the  Church  having 
"prescribed  delivery  of  the  instruments  in  the  West,  but  not  in 
the  East  "(p.  88). 

According  to  the  second  opinion  (which  "has  become  by  far 
the  more  common  of  the  two"),  "the  document  containing  the 
perplexing  words  was  not  intended  to  be  more  than  a.  practical  in 
struction  showing  what  was  customary  in  the  Western  Church,  and 
even  thus  confining  itself  to  the  chief  things  "  (p.  88.  The  italics 
are  not  in  the  original.) 

The  "Vindication"  does  not  determine  which  of  these  views  is 
correct.  It  says,  "  Between  these  two  opinions  it  is  not  necessary 
now  to  choose  "  (p.  88). 

But  if  we  accept  the  first  opinion,  the  "  obvious"  sense  of  the 
decretumof  Eugenius  IV.  excludes  from  the  materia  the  "  manuum 
impositio"  which  Leo  XIII.  teaches  us  is  the  materia  "  quatenus 
hoc  loco  se  dat  considerandam." 

How,  then,  according  to  this  view,  can  it  be  maintained  that 
the  decision  of  Leo  XIII.  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  Instruction 
for  the  Armenians  ? 

Turning,  then,  to  the  second  opinion,  besides  the  fact  that  it 
does  violence  to  the  "obvious"  meaning  of  words,  there  is  a 
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weight  of  historical  and  theological  evidence  against  it,  some 
of  which  may  be  seen  in  my  Introduction  above  (p.  xxvi  sqq.). 
But  here  let  it  suffice  1  to  recur  to  my  argument  (p.  xxix)  from  the 

1  It  may  be  well,  however,  in  a  note  to  give  the  following  from  Bellar- 
mine.  He  is  writing  of  an  opinion  which  he  does  not  himself  support : 
"Alii  existimant,  manus  impositionem  esse  accidentariam,  et  solam  in- 
strumentorum  porrectionem  esse  essentialem :  ita  Dominicus  a  Soto, 
Dist.  24,  Q.  I.,  Art.  4,  et  alii  quidam. 

"  Fundamenta  eorum  sunt  tria.  Primum,  quia  in  Concilio  Florentine 
non  alia  assignatur  materia,  nisi  instrumentorum  porrectio. 

"  Secundum,  quia  Innocentius  III.,  cap.  Pastoralis,  de  Sacramentis  non 
iterandis,  et  Gregorius  IX.,  cap.  Presbyter,  eodem  titulo,  dicunt  non 
debere  iterari  Ordinationem  factam  sine  manus  impositione,  sed  sup- 
plendum  esse,  quod  omissum  est.  Ibidem  etiam  addit  Gregorius  manus 
impositionem  esse  ritum  ab  Apostolis  introductum. 

"  Tertium,  Sacerdotes  fiunt,  cum  eis  dicitur  Accipe  potestatem  offerendi 
sacrificium.  Sed  tune  non  imponuntur  manus,  sed  tantum  porrigitur 
calix  cum  vino,  et  patena  cum  pane.  .  .  .  Praeterea  Apostoli  in  ultima 
Ccena  facti  sunt  sacerdotes,  ut  habet  Concilium  Tridentinum.  .  .  .  Idem 
enim  est :  Hocfacite  in  tneam  commemorationem,  quod  audierunt  Apostoli 
in  ultima  Coena ;  et,  Accipe  potestatem  offerendi,  etc.,  quod  nos  audimus, 
cum  ordinamur  sacerdotes"  ("  De  Sacramento  Ordinis,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  ix., 
Disp.,  torn,  iii.,  c.  1675.  Ingolst.,  1601.) 

And  to  this  may  suitably  be  added  the  following  from  the  learned 
J.  Forbes  of  Corse :  "  Joannes  Major  in  4  Sent.,  dist.  24,  Quaest.  I.,  ait, 
impositionem  manus  non  esse  de  essentia  illius  sacramenti  ad  hoc  ut 
conferatur :  quia  sine  tali  impositione  quis  ordinatur  sacerdos ;  teste 
Gregorio  9.  Extra,  de  sacramentis  non  iterandis,  cap.  presbyter. 
Quamvis  ibi  concedat  Major,  impositionem  manus  esse  quiddam  materiale 
in  ordinatione  sacerdotis.  Angelus  in  Summa,  verbo,  Ordo,  Capite  i, 
art.  6  ait,  manus  impositionem  non  esse  de  substantia  formas  ordinationis. 
.  .  .  Haec  videtur  fuisse  mens  Eugenii  quarti,  Papas,  in  Concilio  Floren 
tine,  ubi  materiam  sacramenti  ordinis  non  aliam  tradit  in  presbyteratu, 
nisi  calicem  cum  vino,  et  patenam  cum  pane,  per  quorum  porrectionem  ait 
hunc  ordinem  conferri :  Illud  vero  dicit  esse  sacramenti  ordinis  materiam, 
per  cujus  traditionem  confertur  ordo.  Hasc  etiam  sententia  videtur  fuisse 
Bonaventurae.  .  .  .  His  si  conferas  verba  Gregorii  noni  ad  Episcopum 
Londinensem,  inde  effici  videtur,  impositionem  manus  in  ordinatione  pres- 
byteri  non  esse  essentialem.  Certe  earn  non  esse  principale  signum,  nee 
per  earn  imprimi  characterem,  unanimiter  asserunt  Thomas,  Durandus, 
Eugenius  et  alii.  ...  In  datione  patense  et  calicis  cum  materia  imposita 
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fact  that  this  Instruction  is  taken  from  an  opusculum  of  Thomas 
Aquinas,  or  that  (as  the  "Vindication  "  says)  "  St.  Thomas  was 
its  real  author  "  (p.  88).  We  can  hardly  be  expected  to  believe 
that  Aquinas  in  that  opusculum  was  not  intending  to  determine 
what  pertained  to  the  truth  and  fully  developed  doctrine  of  the 
Sacraments.  Will  any  one  think  to  persuade  us  that  his  words 
were  intended  to  be  no  more  than  a  practical  instruction  showing 
what  was  customary  in  the  Western  Church?  How,  then,  can  the 
Papal  adoption  of  his  teaching  be  reduced, to  so  low  a  level  ? 

The  "Vindication,"  however,  would  lead  us  to  draw  a  very 
different  argument  from  the  authorship  of  the  Instruction.  It 
says,  as  tending  in  favour  of  the  second  opinion  :  "  It  should  be 
borne  in  mind,  too,  that  the  Instruction  was  not  a  composition 
drawn  up  at  the  time,  but  is  an  abridgment  of  an  opusculum  of  St. 
Thomas  much  used  at  the  time.1  St.  Thomas  was  thus  its  real 
author,  and  St.  Thomas  leaves  us  under  no  doubt  that  he  regarded 
the  imposition  of  hands  as  of  co-ordinate  importance  with  delivery 
of  the  instruments." 

Now,  concerning  this  argument  I  must  be  allowed  to  make  two 
observations. 

First,  the  question  before  us  must  be  confined  strictly  within 
its  proper  limits.  The  question  is  not  concerning  Aquinas's  view 
of  the  importance  of  laying  on  of  hands,  but  concerning  its  being 
or  not  being  of  the  materia  of  the  sacrament  of  orders.  I  have 
freely  conceded  that  the  words  of  Eugenius  can  hardly  be  said  to 
warrant  ordinations  without  imposition  of  hands  (p.  xvii).  His 
decretum  does  not  necessarily  make  the  impositio  unimportant. 

Aquinas  might  hold  somewhat  to  be  very  important  in  the  con 
ferring  of  a  sacrament,  and  yet  not  of  its  materia. 

imprimitur  character  sacerdotalis ;  inquit  Durandus,  in  4  Sent.,  dist.  24, 
Quaest.  3,  §  8  "  ("  Instructiones  Historico-Theologicae,"  lib.  ix.,  cap.  vii., 
torn,  ii.,  p.  431.  Amst.,  1702.) 

JWhat  is  here  truly  stated  by  the  Bishops  is  certainly  fatal  to  the 
theory  that  the  decretum  of  Eugenius  is  to  be  interpreted  by  the  fact 
that  its  object  was  simply  to  supply  what  was  defective  in  the  Armenian 
rite  in  order  to  bring  it  into  conformity  with  the  Roman  Church.  Yet 
so  sensible  is  Professor  Perrone  of  the  difficulties  of  reconciliation,  that 
he  regards  the  adoption  of  this  theory  as  the  only  way  of  escape  from 
falling  into  absurdities.  (See  his  "Tract,  de  Ordine,"  cap.  iv.,  §  126. 
«'  Praelectiones,"  torn,  iii.,  p.  439.  Paris,  1856.) 
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Aquinas  did  teach  that  the  tactus  materitz,1  in  the  conferring  of 
orders  (including  the  minor  orders),  belonged  even  (in  a  lower  de 
gree)  to  the  essence  of  the  sacrament,  yet  in  his  view  it  is  not 
strictly  of  the  materia,  however  intimately  connected  with  it. 
These  are  his  words :  "  Porrectio  'materiae  magis  est  de  essentia 
sacramenti,  quam  tactus.  Tamen  ipsa  verba  formae  videntur 
ostendere,  quod  tactus  material  sit  de  essentia  sacramenti :  quia 
dicitur,  Accipe  hoc  vel  illud "  ("Sum.,"  Par.  III.,  s.  Qusest. 
XXXIV.,  Art.  5,  torn,  ix.,  p.  202.  Lugd.,  1663.) 

lltCiippam  calicis  et  patenam  simul  tangunt  [ordinandi] :  pontifice 
singulis  dicente — Accipe  potestatem  offerre  sacrificium  Deo,"  etc.  ("  Pon- 
tificale  Rom.,"  fol.  20.  Venet,  apud  Juntas,  1572).  Compare  the 
Sarum  Ordinal  in  Maskell's  "  Monum.  Rit.  EC.  Ang.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  214. 

In  the  rubric  of  the  Pontifical  of  Pope  Pius  V.,  the  Bishop  is  charged, 
"Adviset  ordinandos,  et  respiciat  quod  instrumenta,  in  quibus  character 
imprimitur,  tangant,  neque  confidat  in  ministris,  sed  et  ipse  attendat, 
praecipue  circa  ordinem  sacerdotii,  quod  in  calice  sit  vinum  cum  aqua,  et 
super  patenam  hostia"  (fol.  36,  Venice,  Apud.  Juntas,  1572.  On  this 
edition  see  Zacharia,  "  Bibliotheca  Ritualis,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  vi.,  art.  2,  torn, 
i.,  p.  164.)  See  also  Catalanus,  "  Casremoniale  Romanum,"  torn,  i.,  pp. 
86,  91  (Rome,  1750). 

Notwithstanding  the  authority  of  Aquinas,  the  question  whether  any 
physical  tactus  (however  important)  is  really  to  be  regarded  as  essential  is 
one  the  solution  of  which  is  still  held  to  be  doubtful. 

There  is  uncertainty  among  theologians  as  to  the  consequence  of 
omission  of  tactus  of  the  instruments.  Sylvius  holds,  *'  Ordinem  sub  con- 
ditione  saltern  reiterandum  fore,  si  quis  sine  tali  contactu  ordinatus 
fuisset."  But  not  so  all.  "  Quidam  volunt  sufficere  attactum  materiae 
moralem  situm  in  eo,  quod  ordinandus  extensione  manuum,  vel  alio  signo 
aut  nutu  ostendat,  se  acceptare  instrumentum,  quod,  ipsi  ab  ordinante 
porrigitur." 

As  regards  the  tactus  of  the  hostia,  it  is  regarded  as  important 
("  omnino  curandum  est,  ut  panis  etiam  physice  attingatur "),  but  not 
essential.  ("  Si  tamen  contactus  ille  omissus  foret,  non  ideo  ordinationem 
sub  conditione  reiterandam  esse,  censent  Auctores  communiter.") 

Some  hold  that  the  tactus  of  the  chalice  suffices.  "  Immo  quidam  volunt 
quod  sufficiat  Physicus  attactus  solius  calicis,  cui  patena  cum  pane  im- 
posita  est,  idque  propter  hanc  rationem,  quod  qui  sic  calicem  tangit  et  ac- 
cipit,  censeatur  etiam  tangere  et  accipere  patenam  superimpositam'  see 
Dens,  "  De  Ordine,"  N.  9.  "  Theol.  Mor.  et  Dogm.,"  torn,  vii.,  pp.  52, 
53.  Dublin,  1832.) 
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But  I  will  not  press  this.  Let  the  quotation  be  taken  for  what 
it  is  worth.  I  have  no  desire  to  overstate  its  value.  It  is  enough 
for  me  that,  in  the  view  of  Aquinas,  not  all  that  is  important  is 
of  the  materia.  We  may  easily  be  misled  by  the  habitual  use  of 
the  adjective  material  in  the  vulgar  tongue. 

The  word  materia,  as  we  have  now  to  do  with  it,  is  a  noun  (as 
logicians  would  say)  of  the  second  intention  (See  Morinus,  "  De 
Sacris  Ord.,"  pars.  III.,  exer.  i.,  cap.  iii.,  §  9,  p.  14).  In  the 
technical  language  of  scholastic  theology  that  may  be  highly  im 
portant  which  is  not  of  the  materia. 

The  Form,  though  more  important  (as  being  more  strictly  re 
quisite)  than  the  matter,  is  not  material  (see  above,  p.  xxxi  note). 
To  prove,  therefore,  that  a  ceremony  is  held  to  be  important  is 
beside  the  mark,  seeing  we  are  here  concerned  only  with  the 
question  of  the  materia. 

Secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  the  article  to  which  reference  is 
made  which  contravenes  at  all  the  teaching  of  Aquinas  in  the 
opusculum. 

The  reference  is  to  "Sum.  Theol.,"  III.,  s.  Q.  XXXVII.,  Art. 
5.  But  there  is  nothing  in  that  article  which  would  tend  to  set 
the  imposition  of  hands  within  the  materia  of  the  Sacrament. 

Neither,  I  think,  will  anything  to  this  effect  be  found  elsewhere 
in  the  teaching  of  the  "  Summa."  I  believe  it  will  be  found  that 
the  teaching  of  the  "  Summa  "  and  the  teaching  of  the  opusculum 
are  perfectly  consistent — consistent  both  in  excluding  the  manus 
impositio  from  the  materia. 

Let  it  suffice  to  refer  to  Quaest.  XXXIV.,  Art.  3,  "  Ordo  non 
confertur  sine  aliquo  elemento  materiali"  (p.  199). 

If  this  is  so,  the  "perplexing  words"  of  the  decretum  remain 
perplexing  still.  And  the  obvious  difficulty  of  reconciling  them 
with  the  words  of  Pope  Leo  remains  as  a  problem  unsolved  still. 

Not  only  is  there  no  evidence  (as  I  believe)  of  Aquinas  ever  ad 
mitting  the  imposition  of  hands  within  the  materia  of  orders  ;  but 
there  is  evidence  that  his  followers  for  the  most  part  agreed  in 
excluding  it.  "The  older  schoolmen,  followed  by  Scotus,  and, 
according  to  Gonetus,  most  other  Thomists,  recognised  no  other 
matter  of  ordination  than  the  delivery  of  the  instruments,  and  no 
other  form  than  the  words  which  accompany  it  "  (Decision  of  S. 
Congregation,  quoted  from  Estcourt,  "  Qu.  of  Angl.  Ord.,"  app. 
i.,  p.  i). 
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But  I  may  be  permitted  to  go  yet  a  step  further,  and  ask,  Is  it 
quite  accurate  to  say  that  in  the  article  referred  to  "  St.  Thomas 
leaves  us  under  no  doubt  that  he  regarded  imposition  of  hands 
as  of  co-ordinate  importance  with  delivery  of  the  instruments  "  ? 
I  can  hardly  think  so. 

In  that  article  Aquinas  sets  together  as  co-ordinate — three 
things.  They  are — (i)  Benediction,  (2)  Laying  on  of  hands,  (3) 
Unction.  And  these  three  together  are  set  down  as  forming  the 
prczparatio,  but  giving  no  "character."  The  giving  of  sacerdotal 
power  and  the  imprinting  of  sacerdotal  character  is  attributed  only 
to  the  porrection  of  the  instruments. 

That  my  words  may  not  convey  a  misleading  impression,  I  give 
the  following  quotation  (the  italics  are  mine) :  "  Episcopus  in 
collatione  ordinum  duo  facit  :  prseparat  enim  ordinandos  ad  ordinis 
susceptionem,  et  ordinis  potestatem  tradit.  Pra?parat  quidem  et  in- 
struendo  eos  de  proprio  officio,  et  aliquid  circa  eos  operando,  ut 
idonei  sint  ad  potestatem  accipiendam.  Quae  quidem  praeparatio  in 
tribus  consistit,  scilicet  benedictione,  manus  impositione,  et 
unctione.  Per  benedictionem  divinis  obsequiis  mancipantur:  et 
ideo  benedictio  omnibus  datur.  Sed  per  manus  impositionem 
datur  plenitude  gratias,  per  quam  ad  magna  officia  sint  idonei  :  et 
ideo  solis  diaconibus  et  sacerdotibus  fit  manus  impositio,  quia 
eis  competit  dispensatio  sacramentorum :  quamvis  uni,  sicut 
principali  :  et  alteri,  sicut  ministro.  Sed  in  unctione,  ad  aliquod 
sacramentum  tractandum  consecrantur :  et  ideo  unctio  solis 
sacerdotibus  fit,  qui  propriis  manibus  Corpus  Christi  tangunti 
sicut  etiam  calix  inungitur,  qui  continet  sanguinem,  et  patena, 
quas  continet  corpus.  Sed  potestatis  collatio  fit  per  hoc,  quod  datur 
eis  aliquid,  quod  ad  propium  actum  pertinet :  et  quia  principalis 
actus  sacerdotis  est  consecrare  corpus  et  sanguirtern  Christi,  ideo 
in  ipsa  datione  calicis  sub  forma  verborum  determinata,  character 
sacerdotalis  imprimitur"  (Pars.  III.,  s.  Qusest.  XXXVII.,  Art.  5, 
pp.  226,  227).  See  the  "  Pontificate  Romanum  "  as  quoted  above, 
p.  xxix  note. 

No  doubt  benediction  and  unction  are  held  to  be  important.  But 
it  will  hardly  be  maintained  that,  in  the  view  of  Aquinas,  they 
were  regarded  as  parts  of  the  materia. 

It  has,  indeed,  been  maintained  that  the  unctio  is  the  materia  of 
sacerdotal  orders.  But  this  was  certainly  not  the  view  of  Aquinas. 

But  to  estimate  aright  the  value  of  this  quotation  in  its  bearing 
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on  the  question  before  us,  it  is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  that 
Aquinas  is  here  determining  the  question  which  stands  at  the  head 
of  this  article — viz.,  "  Utrum  sacerdoti  character  imprimatur  ab 
ipsa  calicis  porrectione  ?  "  And  he  begins  (as  he  is  wont)  by 
setting  down  six  reasons  which  may  be  alleged  on  the  negative 
side  of  the  question  ("  Videtur,  quod  .  .  .  non  .  .  .").  And  the 
second  of  these  reasons  is  thus  stated  :  "  Dominus  dedit  discipulis 
sacerdotalem  potestatem,  quando  dixit,  Accipite  Spiritum  sanctum 
.  .  .  etc.  Joan.,  20.  Sed  Spiritus  sanctus  datur  per  ntanus  im- 
positionem.  Ergo  et  in  ipsa  manus  impositione  imprimitur  char 
acter  ordinis  "  (pp.  225,  226).  And  the  answer  to  this  argument 
following  his  determination,  is  thus  given:  "Ad  secundum 
dicendum,  quod  Dominus  discipulis  dedit  sacerdotalem  potestatem, 
quantum  ad  principalem  actum,  ante  passionem  in  Ccena  quando 
dixit,  Accipite  et  manducate  :  unde  subjunxit,  Hoc  facite  in  meam 
commemorationem  :  sed  post  resurrectionem  dedit  eis  potestatem 
sacerdotalem,  quantum  ad  actum  secundarium,  qui  est  ligare  et 
solvere  "  (p.  227). 

Let  me  add,  however,  another  quotation  :  "  Efficacia  hujus 
sacramenti  principaliter  residet  penes  eum,  qui  sacramentum  dis- 
pensat.  Materia  autem  adhibetur  magis  ad  determinandam  po 
testatem,  quae  traditur  particulariter  ab  habente  earn  complete, 
quam  ad  potestatem  causandam  :  quod  patet  ex  hoc,  quod  materia 
competit  usui  potestatis  "  (Quasst.  XXXIV.,  Art.  5,  p.  202). 

This  last  extract  is  made  in  fairness,  because  it  may  be  said  in 
some  measure  to  qualify  the  force  of  the  first. 

I  submit,  however,  that  no  qualification  can  avail  to  raise  the 
teaching  of  Aquinas  concerning  the  laying  on  of  hands  to  any 
thing  like  the  same  level  of  importance  as  the  delivery  of  the 
instruments. 

And,  as  a  consequence,  I  think  it  may  be  said  that  no  attempts, 
so  far  as  I  know,  have  yet  succeeded  in  breaking  the  force  of  the 
arguments  by  which  our  Primates  have  aimed  at  showing  "  quam 
lubricum  et  infirmum  fuerit  in  hac  re  Romanae  Ecclesias  judicium." 


I  can  hardly  think  it  necessary  to  add  anything  in  the  way  of 
support  to  what  has  been  stated  above.  But  it  may  perhaps  be 
well,  not  so  much  for  confirmation  as  for  illustration,  of  what  has 
here  been  argued,  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  this  is  not  the 
only  example  of  the  shifting  and  mutable  character  of  the  divers 
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and  strange  doctrines  concerning  the  sacrament  of  orders,  which 
have  at  various  times  held  sway  in  the  mediaeval  and  Roman 
Church,  as  well  as  (to  some  extent)  in  earlier  ages. 

It  will  hardly,  I  imagine,  be  disputed  that  a  remarkable  change 
has  been  permitted  in  the  materia  pertaining  to  the  ordination  of 
the  exorcist.  The  delivery  of  "  Book  of  Exorcisms  "  had  an  ob 
vious  fitness,  as  signifying  the  function  pertaining  to  the  order 
conferred  (see  Morinus,  pars,  ii.,  pp.  218,  228,  231,  237,  253). 
But  now  the  rubric  of  the  Ordinal  sanctions  the  substitution  of  a 
Pontifical  or  a  Missal,  which  has  no  such  suitable  signification. 

"  Pontificate  Romanum  sub  Leone  X.  editum  pro  libro  Exorcis- 
morum  Pontificate  ipsum  porrigi  permittit ;  illud  vero  quod  ab 
Urbano  VIII. ,  recognitum  est,  Pontificale  vel  missale"  (Martene, 
"  De  Anti.  Eccl.  Rit.,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  viii.,  Art.  8,  §  xiii.,  torn,  ii.,  c. 
54.  Antwerp,  1736.) 

In  the  Pontifical  (fol.  8,  edit.  1572)  the  Bishop  is  instructed  to 
say  to  the  ordinandi,  "  Exorcistam  etenim  oportet  abjicere  das- 
mones,  et  dicere  populo,  ut,  qui  non  communicat,  det  locum,  et 
aquam  in  ministerio  fundere.  Accipitis  itaque  potestatem  im- 
ponendi  manum  super  energumenos  :  et  per  impositionem  vestrse 
manus,  gratia  Spiritus  Sancti  et  verbis  exorcismi,  pelluntur 
spiritus  immundi  a  corporibus  obsessis." 

After  this,  with  what  fitness  or  propriety  would  the  Bishop  be 
seen  taking  in  hand  a  pontifical  and  saying,  "Accipite,  et  com 
mentate  memoriae :  et  habete  potestatem  imponendi  manus  super 
energumenos"  ?  (ibid.,  fol.  8). 

Aquinas  teaches,  "  Oportuit  divinitus  determinari,  quibus  rebus 
sensibilibus  sit  in  Sacramentis  utendem"  (III.,  Quaest.  LX.,  Art. 
5,  torn,  viii.,  p.  8).  See  above,  p.  xli.  Yet  Morinus  (and  so 
Catalani)  writes  concerning  the  tradition  of  the  Pontificale  or 
Missale,  instead  of  the  Liber  exorcismorum  in  the  ordering  of  "  ex 
orcists." — "  De  formis  istis  et  materiis  disponet  Ecclesia,  ut 
sequum  esse  judicat "  (see  Maskell's  "  Monumenta  Rit.  Eccles. 
Angl.,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  170;  Morinus,  Par.  III.,  Exer.  xiii.,  §  vii., 
p.  185). 

It  will  doubtless  be  replied  that  this  is  said  concerning  one  of 
the  Minor  orders.  This  is  true.  And  the  observation  is  justly 
made.  It  is  quite  to  the  purpose.  But  it  leads  to  a  further  view 
of  the  mutability  of  the  ecclesiastical  teachings  concerning  the 
Sacraments.  Orders  are  a  sacrament.  This  is  de  fide.  Is  each 
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of  the  Minor  Orders  a  sacrament  ?  If  we  answer  "  Yes,"  the  ob 
servation  will  not  avail  to  justify  the  change.  If  we  answer  "  No," 
we  must  even  throw  overboard  the  teaching,  the  authority  of 
which  was  for  ages  dominant  in  the  Western  Church. 

The  view  of  Aquinas  (and  of  the  mediaeval  doctors  generally) 
is  that  each  order  is  a  sacrament,  imprinting  a  character  (see 
Aquinas,  Par.  III.,  Sup.  Qussst.  XXXVII.,  Art.  3)  as  well  as  the 
sacerdotal  orders.  This  view,  however,  appears  now  (as  the  re 
sult  of  historic  investigations)  to  be  generally  giving  way  to  the 
opinion  that  the  Minor  Orders  are  only  of  ecclesiastical  institution, 
and  not  accompanied  by  sacramental  grace  (see  "  Cath.  Diction 
ary,"  p.  676).  Nevertheless,  in  the  case  of  the  exorcist,  as  of  the 
other  orders,  we  find  in  the  Pontifical  of  Pius  V.  (fol.  Sb,  Apud 
Juntas,  1572)  a  marginal  note  stating  concerning  the  tradition  of 
the  book,  "  Et  hoc  actu  imprimatur  character  hujus  ordinis." 

But  since  the  emendation  of  the  Pontifical  by  order  of  Clemens 
VIII.  (first  ed.,  Rome,  1595,  followed  by  the  Antwerp  edition  of 
1627)  these  marginal  notes  have  been  omitted.  And  this  is  no 
doubt  also  to  be  attributed  to  the  pouring  in  of  light  upon  the 
subject  (see  Lombard,  lib.  iv.,  dist.  xxiv.,  lit.  i.).  In  the  ninth 
century  the  function  of  the  exorcists  appears  to  have  been  exer 
cised  without  limitation.  Rabanus  Maurus  says,  "  Invocant 
super  catechumenos,  vel  super  eos  qui  habent  spiritum  immundum, 
nomen  Domini  Jesu,  adjurantes  per  Bum  ut  egrediatur  ab  eis  " 
("  De  Inst.  Cl.,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  x.  In  Hittorpius,  p.  269.)  And  he 
gives  the  form  of  their  ordination  as  closing  with  the  words,  "  ut 
imperetis  immundis  spiritibus,  et  abjiciatis  "  (ibid.),  which  Amal- 
arius  (as  well  as  others  who  followed)  does  not  seem  to  have 
known  ("  De  Eccles.  Off.,"  lib.  ii.,  cap.  ix.  In  Hittorpius, 
P-  138.) 

About  the  close  of  the  eleventh  century,  Ivo  of  Chartres  de 
scribes  the  office  of  exorcists,  "  Super  Catechumenos  faciunt  sacra- 
menta  apertionis,  et  habent  spirituale  imperium  super  spiritus 
immundos,  ad  ejiciendos  eos  de  corporibus  obsessis  "  (Serm.  II. 
In  Hittorpius,  p.  412.) 

Hugo  de  Sancto  Victore  recognised  the  exorcistss  as  still  hav 
ing  a  function  in  his  time,  though  not  as  in  former  times.  "  Exor- 
cistae  autem  nostri  catechizandos  exorcizant  ex  officio,  et  daemones 
ejiciunt,  vel  eis  infantium  corpora  interdicunt  "  ("  Erud.  Theol. 
De  Sacram.,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  xxxv.,  Op.,  torn,  ii.,  fol.  163.  Venice,  1588.) 
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Now,  we  are  informed  that  "  the  order  of  exorcists  has  come  to 
be  regarded  chiefly  as  a  step  to  the  priesthood  "  ("  Cath.  Diet.," 
p.  362),  though  restrained  "power  is  still  given  to  drive  out  the 
devil."  And  this  leads  to  yet  another  example  of  the  mutability 
of  teaching  and  practice  in  the  matter  of  orders.  The  exorcist  is 
ordained  to  exercise  a  power  the  use  of  which  is  now  forbidden 
him.  Dens  writes :  "  Nota,  quod  Exorcista  suam,  quam  vi  Ordinis 
accepit,  exorcizandi  potestatem  jam  amplius  exercere  nequeat, 
sed  illam  Sacerdotibus  reservatam  esse,  ita  quidem  ut  nee  his  sine 
speciali  Episcopi  commissione  hac  uti  licitum  sit  propter  varios 
abusus,  ut  sunt  sordida  Exorcistarum  avaritia,  et  Laicorum  nimia 
credulitas  "  ("  De  Ord.,"  N.  8 ;  "  Theol.,"  torn,  vii.,  p.  51). 

Morinus  declares  :  "  Exorcistarum  officia  ad  Presbyteros  de- 
voluta  sunt,  nee  iis  se  immiscent  amplius  Exorcistae  ;  et  eo  modo 
ilia  exercent  Presbyteri,  ut  Exorcistae  simplices,  de  quibus  verba 
facimus,  ea  non  possint  amplius  excercere  "  ("  De  Sacris  Ord.," 
Pars.  III.,  Exer.  XIII.,  §  x.,  p.  186). 

In  England,  not  the  exorcists  only,  but  the  minor  orders  gener 
ally,  appear  to  have  fallen  into  disuse  before  the  Reformation. 
"The  names,"  says  Mr.  Maskell,  "were  retained,  and  the  clergy 
required  to  pass  through  them,"  but  the  names  and  titles  were 
all  that  survived  ("  Mon.  Rit,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  civ).  Bishop  Bonner 
in  his  "  Necessary  Doctrine  "  under  "  the  Sacrament  of  Orders," 
takes  no  notice  of  the  minor  orders  (ibid.,  p.  cv). 

In  his  time  Cassander  wrote,  "  Ad  minores  ordines  quod  attinet, 
qui  olim  quinque  se  ordine  consequentes  memorari  consueverunt, 
hi  sane  prsasente  tempestate,  neglecta  omni  disciplina  et  politia 
Ecclesiastica,  prorsus  confusi  sunt,  et  eorum  officia  propemodum 
cessarunt"  ("  Consultatio,"  Art.  14,  Op.,  p.  952.  Paris,  1616.) 

Lindanus  accuses  the  priests  of  so  invading  the  offices  of  the 
minor  orders,  that  the  function  of  the  exorcists  has  become  a 
mere  name  (Ita  latet  eorum  functio,  ut  inane  putetur  esse 
nomen" — "  Panoplia  Evangelica,"  lib.  iv.,  cap.  Ixxvii.,  p.  409). 
Not  unfitly,  then,  might  Calvin  ask,  "  Exorcistas  vero  in  quern 
tandem  finem  consecrant  ?  "  (Inst.,  lib.  iv.,  cap.  xix.,  §  24.)  But 
it  by  no  means  follows  that  all  exorcisms  had  always  been  im 
postures  (see  Lindanus,  "  Panoplia  Evang.,"  pp.  409,410). 

The  opinion,  however,  of  the  non-sacramental  character  of  the 
the  minor  orders  is  by  no  means  even  now  universally  allowed. 
Those  who  oppose  it  insist  on  the  language  of  the  Tridentine 
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Council  (Sess.  xxiii.,  Can.  2  and  3)  as  teaching  by  inference  that 
"  omnes  ordines  debent  dici  Sacramenta  "  (See  Dens,  "Ord.,"  N. 
3,  §  iv. ;  "Theol.,"  torn,  vii.,  pp.  42,  43). 

The  inference  appears  to  be  just.  It  is  perfectly  natural,  and 
scarcely  avoidable.  But  then  it  may  be  asked — If  this  doctrine 
was  intended  to  be  taught  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Roman  Church, 
why  was  it  left  to  be  an  inference  ?  And  thus  others  appeal  to 
the  same  canons,  as  by  their  cautious  silence  avoiding  a  deter 
mination  of  such  disputed  points. 

Perrone  says  of  the  Council,  "Hoc  unum  definivit  de  fide  esse, 
in  Ecclesia  Catholica  praeter  Sacerdotium  alios  esse  ordines  et 
majores  et  minores,  minime  vero,  i°  quot  sint  et  quinam  sint,  2° 
an  omnes  divinitus  fuerint  instituti  necne,  3°  an  omnibus  et 
singulis  ratio  competat  Sacramenti  vel  quibus  in  particulari,  4° 
an  omnes  asque  imprimant  characterem,  5°  an  iidem  semper 
viguerint,  an  alii  praeterea "  ("  De  Ordine,"  cap.  ii.,  §  21  ; 
"  Praslec.,"  torn,  iii.,  p.  407.  Paris,  1856.)  The  language  of  the 
Trent  Catechism,  however,  is  not  so  guarded  (see  Maskell, 
"  Mon.  Rit.,"  vol.  iii.,  pp.  Ixxx,  Ixxxi). 

Lindanus  says  :  "  De  hoc  igitur  inter  Catholicae  Ecclesiae  filios 
discorditer  docetur,  sed  salva  fidei  pace  :  Verum  D.  Thomas  quam 
Cajetani  atque  Durandi  opi-nio  ad  veritatem  est  proclivior  "  ("  Pan. 
Evang.,"  p.  407). 

On  the  other  side,  Cardinal  Bona  says,  "  Tertia  Classis  minis- 
trantium  clericos  minorum  ordinum  complectitur,  acolythos,  etc., 
quos  antiquissimos  esse,  et  ab  apostolis,  vel  ab  immediatis  eorum 
successoribus  institutes  doctores  scholastici  asserunt,  sed  non 
probant"  ("  Rerum  Liturg.,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  xxv.,  §  17,  Op.,  p.  301. 
Antw.,  1723.) 

See  also  Willett's  "  Synopsis  Papismi,"  vol.  iii.,  p.  30.  London, 
1852:  Is  there  nothing  in  all  this  tending  to  show  "Quam  lubri- 
cum  et  infirmum  fuerit  in  hac  re  Romanae  Ecclesiae  judicium  "  ? 

At  the  date  of  the  Apostolic  Constitutions  exorcists  were  not 
(as  it  appears)  accounted  as  in  orders  at  all.  "  'E7rop/a<rn)s  ov 
Xfiporovf'iTai  (lib.  viii.,  cap.  xxvi.  Cotelerius  I.,  p.  410)."  But  Epi- 
phanius,  after  speaking  of  the  'Avayixoorwi/  ray/xa  and  the  deacon 
esses,  adds  tW  f^rjs  Tovrcav  'ETropKiorai,  <cal  'EpprjvevTai  yXaxro-^y  els 
yXeSo-o-av.  ("Expositio  Fidei  Catholicae,"  cap.  xxi.,  Op.  torn,  i., 
p.  1104.  Ed.  Patavius,  1682),  on  which  see  Martene,  "  De  Ant. 
EC.  Rit.,"  torn,  ii.,  c.  3. 
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And  the  Council  of  Laodicea,  A.D.  360,  sets  the  exorcists  before 
the  Ostiarii,  among  the  "  Ordinis  ecclesiastici  omnes  "  (cap.  xxiv.), 
and  requires  them  to  be  "  ab  Episcopis  provecti  "  (cap.  xxvi.). 
See  Caranza,  torn,  i.,  p!  266.  And  so  Paulinus  of  Nola  writes  of 
St.  Martin  (Natalis  IV.,  Carmen  XIX.,  in  "  Bibliotheca  Max.," 
torn,  vi.,  p.  274) : 

"  Primis  Lector  servivit  in  annis. 
Inde  Gradum  cepit,  cui  munus  voce  fideli 
Adjurare  Malos,  et  sacris  pellere  verbis." 

See  "  Dictionary  of  Christian  Antiquities,"  vol.  i.,  p.  653. 

The  collection  of  canons,  commonly  attributed  to  the  fourth 
council  of  Carthage,  which  originated  before  the  end  of  the  sixth 
century,  gives  (Canon  VII.)  the  form  of  ordination  of  an  exorcist 
corresponding  with  that  now  in  use  in  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. 
(See  Hefele,  vol.  ii.,  pp.  410,  411.  English  Translation.) 

If  the  above  is  anything  like  a  fair  and  honest  statement  of  the 
case,  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  will  be  allowed  to  be  a  remarkable 
and  instructive  illustration  of  the  process  by  which  the  porrectio 
instrumentorum  came  to  be  set  down  as  the  materia  of  the  Sacra 
ment  of  Orders. 

It  is  the  process  described  by  Morinus  as  quoted  above,  p.  69. 

It  is  the  process  by  which  accretions,  the  result  of  human 
thoughts  (it  may  be,  pious  thoughts),  gather  round,  and  lay  hold 
of,  and  cling  to  the  trees  of  the  Lord's  planting,  as  ivy  to  the  oak. 

It  is  the  process  by  which  gradually  men  are  found  "teaching 
for  doctrines  the  commandments  ot  men,"  till  at  last  the  distinc 
tion  is  lost  between  authority  human  and  Divine,  and  that  which 
is  of  man  is  even  seen  sometimes  to  take  precedence  of  that 
which  is  of  God. 

In  view  of  the  inevitable  tendencies  of  this  natural  process,  we 
may  do  well  to  ponder  on  the  words  of  Him  who  "  knew  what 
was  in  man."  "  Every  plant  which  my  Heavenly  Father  hath 
not  planted  shall  be  rooted  up  "  (Matt.  xv.  13). 
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NOTE  J  (see  pp.  ix,  2). 

ON  THE  ANSWER  OF  THE  R.  C.  ' '  VINDICATION  OF  THE  BULL  '  APOS. 
CUR.E  '  "  TO  THE  ARGUMENT  OF  THE  ENGLISH  PRIMATES  FROM 
THE  EARLIER  ORDINATION  FORMS. 

IN  the  letter  of  the  R.  C.  Bishops  on  Anglican  Orders,  there  is 
nothing,  at  first  sight,  so  surprising  as  their  claim  for  support  from 
the  more  ancient  forms  of  ordering  of  bishops  and  priests.  The 
English  Churchman  is  disposed  to  ask  in  astonishment,  How  can 
these  be  understood  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Papal  Bull  ? 

But  this  surprise  should  rather  be  transferred  to  the  standpoint 
from  which  these  documents  are  regarded. 

The  bishops  quite  rightly  have  observed  that  "  words  take  their 
meaning  from  the  communities  in  which  they  are  used  "  (p.  47). 
And  if  we  can  persuade  ourselves  that  in  the  community  of  the 
Apostolic  Church  from  the  very  beginning  the  word  "  presbyter  "  l 
meant  "  priest  "  (sacerdos),  and  the  word  "  priest "  (sacerdos)  meant 
a  sacrificer,  and  that  it  is  a  part  of  the  faith  once  for  all  delivered 
unto  the  saints,  which  has  come  down  to  us  by  an  "  unfailing  tra 
dition  "  (see  "Vindication,"  p.  30)5  to  believe  that  the  sacrificer 
(i.e.,  the  presbyter)  has  for  his  chief  office "  to  offer  the  propitiatory 
sacrifice  of  the  Mass  for  the  living  and  the  dead  (p.  26),  to  pro 
pitiate  the  Divine  wrath  by  satisfaction  offered,  and  to  beg  mercy 
and  forgiveness  for  sinners  (p.  25),  in  other  words,  to  offer  the 
true  body  and  blood  of  the  Lord  (p.  33),  the  victim,  Jesus  Christ, 

1(1  The  Catholic  Church  has  always  meant  by  the  term  'priest' 
(sacerdos)  a  person  appointed  and  empowered  to  offer  sacrifice,  and  again 
by  the  terms  '  priest '  (presbyter)  and  '  bishop '  (episcopus)  or  '  high  priest ' 
(summits  sacerdos),  the  possessors  of  this  power  in  its  substance  and  in  its 
plenitude  respectively"  ("Vindication,"  p.  46).  "In  the  Catholic 
Church  the  terms  'priest'  and  'bishop 'have  always  had  a  sacrificial 
meaning"  (ibid.,  p.  47). 

2  The  priest  "may  be  likewise  charged  with  the  duty  of  preaching  the 
Word  of  God  and  exercising  pastoral  care  over  the  people.  But  these 
other  powers  and  duties  are  superadded  and  consequent.  They  are  very 
suitably  annexed  to  the  priesthood,  but  they  are  not  of  its  essence.  The 
priest  would  not  have  been  less  a  priest  if  they  had  been  withheld  from 
him,  nor  is  he  more  a  priest  because  our  Lord  has  thought  fit  to  com 
municate  them  to  him  "  ("  Vindication,"  p.  27). 
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truly  present  under  the  appearances  of  bread  and  wine  (p.  25)  in 
that  sacrifice  which  is  no  nude  commemoration  of  the  sacrifice  of 
the  Cross  ;  if,  I  say,  we  can  be  persuaded  that  this  is  so,  there  is 
nothing  to  surprise  us  in  the  appeal  made  to  the  earlier  ordination 
forms,  for  they  do  speak  of  the  ordering  or  making  of  presbyters, 
and  this  language,  having  read  into  it  the  meaning  of  the  com 
munity  in  which  it  was  used,  will  satisfy  all  demands,  definitely 
expressing  "  the  sacred  order  of  the  priesthood" 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  we  find  it  impossible  to  believe  that 
such  an  important  part  of  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the  saints — 
telling  of  "  power  of  communicating  gifts  so  stupendous"  (p.  30) 
—should  have  found  no  place,  and  no  mention  in  the  Scriptures 
of  truth;  if  we  are  persuaded  such  a  high  sacerdotal  office,  if  it 
had  been  in  the  mind  of  the  writer,  must  have  found  some  ex 
pression,  if  not  in  St.  Paul's  letters  to  the  Churches,  at  least  in 
the  Pastoral  Epistles  ;  if  we  are  convinced  that  the  writer  of  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  dealing  so  definitely  with  the  transfer  of 
sacrificial  and  sacerdotal  ideas  from  the  teaching  of  the  Old 
Testament  to  the  faith  of  the  New,  could  never,  on  such  a  sup 
position,  have  set  before  us  ONE  ONLY  PRIEST  of  the  Christian 
Church,  and  ONE  ONLY  SACRIFICE  for  sin  ONCE  ONLY  OFFERED — 
assuring  us  that  there  is  no  more  offering  for  sins ;  if  we  find  evi 
dence  that  sacrificial  and  sacerdotal  terms  came  into  the  language 
of  the  Christian  Church  in  after  ages  by  a  natural  assimilation, 
and  that  sacerdotal  and  sacrificial  ideas  followed  by  natural 
accretion  ;  if,  in  a  word,  we  are  brought  to  the  conviction  that  in 
the  earlier  and  purer  days  of  Apostolic  faith  the  word  "  elder  " 
was  not  equivalent  to  "  sacerdos,"  and  Christian  presbyters  were 
not  sacrificing  priests,  then  we  shall  assuredly  find  in  the  ancient 
ordinals  that  which  is  fatal  to  Roman  claims,  and  that  which 
fully  justifies  the  action  of  our  Reformers  in  eliminating  from 
our  formularies  that  which  the  Pope  seeks  in  vain  to  find  in 
them. 

There  is,  indeed,  in  some  of  these  rites  evidence  of  language 
beginning  to  change,  and  alien  ideas  beginning  to  attach  them 
selves  to  the  simplicity  of  the  earlier  faith.  But  in  those  which 
have  the  best  claims  to  be  accounted  the  most  ancient,  there  is 
in  the  ordering  of  priests  nothing  whatever  that  need  be  an  offence, 
even  to  the  straitest  sect  of  the  Puritans. 

I.  Nothing  could  well  be  simpler  than  the  form  given  in  the 
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(so-called)  CANONS  OF  HIPPOLYTUS  (see  above,  pp.  59,  62).  In  the 
case  of  the  bishop,  the  words  "  definitely  expressing  the  sacred 
order"  are  the  words  of  the  prayer,  "Tribue  etiam  illi,  o  Domine, 
episcopatum  et  spiritum  clementem  et  potestatem  ad  remittenda 
peccata"  (p.  46.  Ed.  Achelis.)  In  the  case  of  the  priesthood 
the  word  "episcopatum  "  alone  is  to  be  changed.  We  have  this 
instruction  (pp.  61,  62),  "  Si  autem  ordinatur  presbyter,  omnia 
cum  eo  similiter  agantur  cum  episcopo,  nisi  quod  cathedrae  non 
insideat.  Etiam  eadem  oratio  super  eo  oretur  tota  ut  super 
episcopo,  cum  sola  exceptione  nominis  episcopatus.  Episcopus 
in  omnibus  rebus  asquiparetur l  presbytero  excepto  nomine 

1  The  word  "  sacerdotium  "  (in  later  times)  will  not  infrequently  be 
found  to  signify  not  so  much  one  order,  as  the  function  belonging  in 
common  to  the  two  orders  of  Bishops  and  presbyters.  T.  Aquinas 
(Par.  iii.,  Sup.  Quasst.  XL.,  Art.  5),  with  other  theologians  (following 
Lombard,  lib.  iv.,  dist.  24,  lit.  i),  look  upon  Bishops  not  as  a  distinct 
order  at  all,  but  the  completion  of  the  order  of  presbyters,  thus  making 
the  number  of  orders  to  be  seven — as  does  also  the  Tridentine  Council,  if 
the  title  ofsess.  xxiii.,  cap.  ii.,  is  genuine,  which,  however,  is  doubted 
(see  "  Cath.  Dictionary,"  p.  673). 

In  the  "  admonitio  ad  sacerdotes"  of  the  Sarum  Pontifical  we  find 
"  Septimo  loco  subsequitur  ordo  presbyterorum,  qui  in  veteri  Testamento 
a  filiis  Aaron  sumpsit  initium.  Nam  qui  tune  sacerdotes  vocabantur,  hi 
sunt  qui  nunc  presbyteri,  et  qui  tune  dicebantur  principes  sacerdotum, 
nunc  episcopi  nominantur  "  (In  Maskell,  "  Mon.  Kit.  Ecc.  Ang.,"  vol.  iii., 
p.  233.  Cf.  Rabanus  Maurus,  "  De  Inst.  Cler.,"  lib.  i.,  cap.  vi.  In 
Hittorpius,  p.  267.)  "  Sive  ergo  inferioris  sive  superioris  sint  ordinis 
sacerdotes,  id  est,  sive  presbyteri,  sive  episcopi,  vicem  geruntsummi  ponti- 
ficis"  (ibid.,  p.  234).  When  the  word  "sacerdos"  first  came  to  be 
applied  to  the  Christian  ministry,  it  appears  to  have  signified  a  Bishop. 
See  Du  Cange,  V.  "  Sacerdos." 

Mr.  Maskell  says :  "  The  balance  of  authority,  even  from  the  earliest 
ages,  certainly  inclines  to  consider  the  Episcopate  as  an  order,  to  be 
identical  with  the  priesthood,  but  the  completion  of  it  "  ("  Mon.  Kit.  EC. 
Ang.,"  vol.  iii.,  Preliminary  Diss.,  pp.  Ixxxi,  Ixxxii). 

Cassander  states  :  "  Convenit  inter  omnes  olim  Apostolicorum  aetate, 
inter  Episcopos  et  Presbyteros  discrimen  nullum  fuisse.  .  .  .  Constat 
etiam  sacros  ordines  proprie  dici  Diaconatum,  et  Presbyteratum,  ut  quos 
solos  primitivam  Ecclesiam  in  usu  habuisse  legatur,  id  quod  testatur 
Urbanus  Papa,  et  annotavit  Chrysostomus,  et  Ambrosius  "  ("  Consultatio," 
Art.  14,  Op.,  p.  952.  Paris,  1616.) 
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cathedra;  et  ordinatione,  quia  potestas  ordinandi  ipsi  non  tri- 
buitur"  (c.  iv.  30,  31,  32.  Ed.  Achelis,  pp.  61,  62.) 

Certainly  we  must  be  well  assured  that  the  community  in  which 
this  prayer  was  used  was  one  steeped  in  sacrificial  ideas,  before 
we  can  be  brought  to  see  in  it  anything  to  correspond  to  the  re 
quirements  of  the  Papal  Bull. 

II.  Turning  to  the  form  given  in  the  (so-called)  LEONINE 
SACRAMENTARY,  which  is  probably  of  considerable  antiquity,  we 
find,  indeed,  that  there  are  tokens  of  the  commencement  of  a 
falling  away  from  Spiritual  simplicity.  And  the  form  for  con 
secration  of  bishops  does  not  shun  the  use  of  the  terms  "  sacer- 
dotes,"  and  "  summum  sacerdotium,"  l  while  we  have  mention 
of  "  sacra  altaria  "  in  the  ordering  of  deacons.  And  this,  perhaps 
makes  it  all  the  more  remarkable  and  significant,  that  the  prayer 
for  the  ordination  of  priests  gives  them  no  sacerdotal  names,  and 
claims  for  them  no  sacrificial  powers.  Nay,  rather,  it  tends  to 
distinguish  their  office  from  the  priesthood  of  the  Old  Testament 
for  (i)  it  attributes  to  the  providence  of  God,  which  formerly  (as 
I  understand  the  words  2)  provided  priests  ("  sacerdotales  gradus 
et  officia  Levitarum,"  "  Pontifices  summos ")  as  well  as  the 
seventy  prudent  men  to  assist  Moses,  the  provision,  not  of  sacer- 
dotes,  but  of  "  doctors  of  the  faith  "for  us.  These  are  the  words : 
"  Hac  providentia,  Domine,  Apostolis  Filii  tui  doctores  fidei 

1  It  is  significant  of  the  way  in  which  dangerous  language  grew  in 
spite  of  witness  to  its  novelty  and  unauthorized  intrusion  that  an  African 
canon  towards  the  close  of  the  fourth  century  is  found  decreeing  :  "  Ut 
primae  sedis  episcopus  non  appelletur  princeps  sacerdotum,  aut  swnmus 
sacerdos,  aut  aliquid  hujusmodi,  sed  tantum  primae  sedis  episcopus " 
(Concil.  Carthag.  "  Nomine  Tertium,"  about  A.D.  398.*  Can.  xxvi. ;  Mansi, 
torn,  iii.,  c.  884.) 

The  Primates  have  observed  that  St.  Augustine  is  supposed  to  have 
been  present  at  this  council  ("  Responsio,"  p.  21). 

2 1  desire  not  to  insist  too  much  upon  this  argument,  because  it  is,  I 
conceive,  possible  to  interpret  the  expressions  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
prayer  as  of  the  ministry  of  the  Christian  Church.  And  I  suppose  the 
words  may  be  so  understood  in  the  prayer  as  now  used  in  the  Pontifical 
of  the  Romish  Church.  Against  this,  however,  is  the  comparison  of  the 
forms  for  ordination  of  deacons  and  consecration  of  bishops,  both  of 
which  start  from  a  reference  to  the  ministry  of  the  Old  Testament.  The 
analogy  of  other  forms  also  weighs  against  it. 
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comites  addidisti,  quibus  illi  orbem  totum  secundis  praedicatoribus 
impleverunt"  (Barnes,  "Popes  and  Ordinal,"  p.  149.  See 
Martene,  "  De  Antiquis  Eccl.  Kit.,"  torn,  ii.,  p.  138.  Antw., 


And  (2)  it  seems  to  set  the  "  presbyterii  dignitas  "  of  the  New 
Testament  ministry,  by  a  contrast  of  correspondence,  to  stand  dis 
tinguished  from  the  "  meritum  sacerdotum  "  of  the  Old  Testament. 

It  is  right,  however,  to  add  that  it  asks  for  the  presbyters, 
"Acceptum  a  te,  Deus,  secundi  meriti  munus  obtineant,"  which 
sets  them  as  in  parallel  rank  with  "  viri  secundas  dignitatis  "  of 
the  earlier  dispensation,  just  as  the  form  for  the  ordination  of 
deacons  seems  to  make  their  office  analogous  to  the  service  of  the 
sons  of  Levi. 

III.  The  forms  in  the  (so-called)  APOSTOLIC  CONSTITUTIONS 
bear  similar  witness.  Like  the  "  Sacramentary  of  Leo,"  indeed, 
the  form  for  the  consecration  of  bishops  manifests  (and  more 
abundantly)  the  accretion  of  language  and  ideas  leading  towards 
sacerdotal  doctrine.  The  prayer  asks  for  the  bishop  elect  <ipx~ 
ifparfvdv  (TOI  dp.fp.7TTo)s  XeiTovpyovvTa  VVKTOS  K.CU  T)p.epas'  nal  e^iAacr/co/xe- 
vuv  crov  TO  rrp6<Ta>7rov  K.r.X.  (lib.  viii.,  cap.  v.  ;  Cotelerius,  torn,  i., 
p.  392  ;  Morinus,  "  De  Ord.,"  p.  19).  It  does  not  shun  the  use  of 
the  word  Jepeiy.  It  makes  mention  of  God's  provision  of  priests 
to  rule  His  people  of  old,  including  among  them  Abel,  Seth,  Enos» 
Enoch,  Noah,  Melchizedek,  and  Job.  It  uses  the  word  Qvvia- 
<Trt)piov,  and  regards  the  "pure  sacrifice"  as  the  mystery  of  the 
New  Covenant. 

But  there  is  no  use  of  any  such  language  in  the  form  for  the 
ordaining  of  deacons. 

And  in  that  for  the  ordination  of  priests,  the  office  is  compared 
(not  to  that  of  Aaron  and  his  sons,  but)  to  the  office  of  the  elders, 
chosen  by  Moses.  The  ordinand  is  elected  to  the  order  of  pres 
byters  —  ^f)<pa>  KOI  Kpio-fi  TOV  K\r)pov  TTUVTOS  els  Trpea-jBvTfpiov  l  €iri8o- 
Qivra  (lib.  viii.,  cap.  xvi.,  the  title  of  which  is,  "  De  ordinatione 
Presbyterorum  constitutio  Johannis  a  Domino  dilecti,"  Cote 
lerius,  torn,  i.,  pp.  406,  407;  Morinus,  "  De  Ord.,"  p.  20).  And, 
except  the  word,  iepovpyias  dp.up.ovs  fureXfj  (a  word  frequently  used 

1  This  is  translated  in  the  "  Vindication,"  "  enrolled  in  the  order  of 
priests  "  (p.  97). 
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in  a  wide  sense  J),  there  is  no  expression  throughout  the  prayer 
capable  of  conveying  a  sacerdotal  idea.  The  prayer  for  the  ordi- 
nand  is  that  he  may  be  filled  with  the  spirit  of  grace  and  counsel 
for  the  succouring  and  guiding  the  people.  It  asks  that  he  may 
be  filled  with  healing  power,  and  profitable  discourse  for  the  in 
struction  of  the  people,  and  the  serving  of  God  in  sincerity  and 
pureness  of  mind. 

IV.  With  this  may  be  compared  the  form  found  in  the  MISSAL 
OF  LEOFRIC,  which  is  "thought  by  many  to  belong  to  the  old 
Gallican  rite,  long  since  disused,  and  now  lost"  ("Vindica 
tion,"  p.  46).  Concerning  this  see  the  Primates'  "  Responsio," 
p.  20  (p.  23  of  English  translation).  No  doubt,  in  the  use  of  the 
words  "  sacerdotium "  and  "  summum  sacerdotium "  it  may 
rightly  be  said  to  "satisfy  fully  the  requirements  of  the  Bull." 
It  is  a  form  for  the  consecration  of  a  bishop,  and  doubtless  be 
longs  to  a  date  when  sacerdotal  language  had  become  prevalent. 
But  there  is  not  the  slightest  reference  to  any  sacrificial  or  sacer 
dotal  functions  in  the  whole  prayer,  unless  the  words  "  sacra- 
mentorum  mysteria  celebrare "  may  be  wrested  to  such  a 
meaning. 

The  view  of  the  sacerdotal  office  as  suggested  by  the  prayer  is 
that  of  a  pastor  of  a  flock,  fulfilling  the  duties  of  a  minister  of  the 
New  Testament  according  to  the  admonitions  of  Holy  Scripture  : 
"  Praecipe,  Domine,  huic  pascere  oves  tuas,  ac  tribue  ut  commissi 
gregis  custodia  sollicitus  pastor  invigilet.  Spiritus  huic  sanctus 
tuus  caelestium  carismatum  divisor  adsistat,  ut  sicut  ille  electus 
gentium  doctor  instituit,  sit  justitia  non  indigens,  benignitate  pol 
lens,  hospitalitate  diffusus,  servet  in  exhortationibus  alacritatem, 
in  persecutionibus  fidem,  in  caritate  patientiam,  in  veritate  con- 
stantiam,  in  heresibus  ac  viciis  omnibus  odium  sciat,  in  asmula- 
tionibus  nesciat,  in  judiciis  gratiosum  esse  non  sinas,  et  tamen 
gratum  esse  concedas.  Postremo  omnia  a  te  largiter  discat,  quae 
salubriter  tuos  doceat.  Sacerdotium  ipsum  opus  esse  existimet 
non  dignitatem"  (p.  217.  Ed.  Warren.) 

It  is  needless  to  follow  this  inquiry  into  other  forms,  which 
may  be  seen  in  the  "Vindication"  of  the  Bishops,  p.  93,  sqq. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  form  from  the  Canons  of  Hip- 

1  And  this  stands  last  in  the  mention  of  functions  to  be  performed.  On 
iepoirye?i/  see  Abbott's  "  Reply  to  Mr.  Supple,"  p.  42  (Longmans), 
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polytus,  we  find  in  the  Bishops'  translation  the  word  "priest 
hood,"  though  there  is  no  such  word  as  "  sacerdotium "  or 
"sacerdos"  in  the  original.  These  canons  know  the  ordained 
only  as  "presbyter"  (or  "bishop").  And  they  give  him  no 
power,  and  recognise  in  his  ministry  no  function  but  what  is 
suitable  to  this  name.  See  edition  of  Achelis,  pp.  44-48,  61,  62. 
(See  also  pp.  67,  68,  where  the  unordained  Confessor  is  accounted 
as  a  presbyter). 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  in  the  translation  given  (p.  97) 
from  the  form  of  the  Apostolic  Constitutions  we  read  "enrolled 
in  the  order  of  priests,"  the  Greek  of  which  is  els  Trpea-ftvTepiov. 
And  in  some  of  the  other  forms  also  where  the  translation  reads 
"priesthood"  there  is  no  "  sacerdotium  "  in  the  original.1 

There  is  no  reason  to  complain  of  this.  It  is  only  what  is 
quite  unimportant,  and,  indeed,  perfectly  natural  to  those  who 
give  to  words  the  meaning  they  have  acquired  in  "the  com 
munities  in  which  they  are  used." 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  present  Roman  Church,  from  its 
present  use  of  language,  and  its  present  Eucharistic  doctrine,  it 
matters  not  whether  "presbyter"  be  translated  "elder"  or 
"  priest."  Every  presbyter  is  a  priest,  whose  chief  function  it  is 
to  offer  Christ  on  the  altar  as  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  for  the  living 
and  the  dead. 

And  those  who  thus  can  read  the  present  into  the  past,  reading 
Christian  writings  backwards,  can  not  only  read  their  sacerdotium 
into  the  ancient  presbyterate ;  they  can  also — nay,  rather,  they 
must — read  their  sacrificial  iep&a-vvr)  even  into  the  eldership  of  the 
New  Testament.  But  it  is  far  otherwise  with  us.  For  us  it  makes 
a  great  deal  of  difference  if  presbyter  is  rendered  priest. 

Our  method  is  to  read  Christian  writings  forward.  We  start 
from  the  inspired  language  of  the  New  Testament.  We  are  sure 
that  at  the  date  of  the  writing  of  the  New  Testament  priests  were 

1  Under  the  Greek  form,  the  "Vindication  "  does  not  give  the  prayer 
which  Mr.  Barnes  tells  us  is  "  regarded  by  the  Greeks  themselves  as  the 
'form'  rather  than  the  other"  ("  Popes  and  Ord.,"  p.  161).  In  this  the 
ordinand  is  spoken  of  as  6j/  fv86icr]ffa.s  rbv  TOV  irpeffftvTepov  inrei(T€\0e'iv  &a.6/j.bv. 
It  is  prayed  for  him  that  he  may  be  worthy  to  stand  at  God's  altar,  to 
preach  the  Gospel  of  His  kingdom,  then  iepovpyeiv  r)>v  \&yov  rfjs  a\t]6flas 
ffov,  trpoff<pfpfiv  ffoi  Scapa  /col  Bvfflas  -irvev^ariKas.  See  Gear's  "  Eucho- 
logium,"  p.  243.  Venice,  1730.  See  also  Burnet,  as  quoted  above,  p.  76, 
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not  spoken  of  as  presbyters.  And  the  presbyters  of  the  Christian 
Church,  as  we  believe,  were  not  sacerdotes.  We  are  persuaded 
that  it  was  no  part  of  their  office  to  offer  sacrifice  for  sins.  And 
in  the  midst  of  the  accretions  which  we  see  naturally  coming  in 
and  gradually  corrupting  the  true  faith — the  faith  once  for  all 
delivered  to  the  saints — we  look  upon  the  word  presbyter  as  a 
survival — a  survival  of  what  was  primitive  and  true  in  the  midst 
of  what  was  tending  to  innovation  and  error. 

It  was  truly  said  by  Dean  Plumptre,  "  The  synagogue  and  not 
the  Temple  furnishes  the  pattern  for  the  organisation  of  the 
Church.  ...  It  was  the  thought  of  a  succeeding  age  that  the 
old  classification  of  the  high  priest,  priests,  and  Levites,  was  re 
produced  in  the  bishops,  priests,  and  deacons  of  the  Christian 
Church."  "The  history  of  language  presents  few  stranger  facts 
than  those  connected  with  these  words.  Priest,  our  only  equi 
valent  for  Ifpevs,  comes  to  us  from  a  word  [Presbyter]  which  was 
chosen  because  it  excluded  the  idea  of  a  sacerdotal  character  " 
("Diet,  of  Bible,"  voL  ii.,  p.  925.  Compare  also  vol.  i.,  p.  517; 
See  above,  pp.  39,  40.  See  also  Stillingfleet,  Works,  vol.  ii.,  p.  334. 
London,  1709  ;  and  especially  Lightfoot  on  "  Philip.,"  pp.  190, 
191.  Edit.  1868.  The  order  of  deacons,  however,  was  not 
borrowed  from  the  synagogue,  as  Lightfoot  shows,  p.  187.) 

Thus  the  starting-point  of  our  inquiries  is  different.  The  stand 
point  from  which  we  look  at  these  earlier  ordination  forms  is 
different.  And  this  makes  all  the  difference  in  the  result  of  our 
investigations. 

The  Romanist  finds  no  difficulty  in  reading  his  own  doctrines 
into  these  forms,  and  is  satisfied — satisfied  that  he  has  in  the  word 
"  Presbyter"  that  which  sufficiently  expresses  the  full  doctrine  of 
Rome's  sacerdotal  priesthood  and  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass. 

We  see  in  them  a  witness  against  mediaeval  doctrines  and  earlier 
superstitions,  and  are  also  satisfied — satisfied  that  the  view  we 
have  taken  tends  to  justify  the  clearing  work  of  our  English  Re 
formation. 

We  see  even  in  the  Missal  that  which  is  a  survival  of  pre- 
mediaeval  doctrine  and  a  witness  against  Papal  errors.  We 
entirely  agree  with  the  Bishops  that  "Words  take  their  meaning 
from  the  communities  in  which  they  are  used."  And,  therefore, 
we  desire  to  gather  the  meaning  of  ancient  words  from  the  sense 
which  they  must  have  borne  in  the  early  days  of  that  primitive 
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community,  the  Blessed  Fellowship  of  Apostles  and  Prophets  and 
Martyrs,  who  earnestly  contended  for  the  faith  which  was  once 
for  all  delivered  to  the  saints.  How  else  should  we  think  to 
interpret  aright  the  language  of  the  New  Testament  Scriptures  ? 
"  Our  Church,"  says  Bishop  Sandford,  "  in  King  Edward's  days, 
true  to  the  principle  of  going  to  the  fountain-head  of  revealed 
truth,  and  of  taking  Holy  Scripture  for  her  rule  and  guide,  adopted 
without  comment  or  change  of  any  kind  our  Lord's  own  words  to 
be  the  form  that  should  be  used  in  the  ordination  of  her  ministers  ; 
and  in  adopting  these  words,  and  these  alone,  our  Church  followed 
the  usage  of  primitive  times.  The  omitted  words  were  no  part  of 
the  forms  employed  by  the  Church  of  Christ  in  her  earliest  days. 
They  are  not  in  the  Leonine  form  '  for  the  consecration  of  a 
presbyter,'  which  is  the  old  Roman  type.  This  form  in  the 
Leonine  Sacramentary,  which  is  of  great  antiquity  and  unknown 
authorship,  consists  of  only  two  or  three  prayers.  Between  the 
early  forms  of  ordination,  which  are  many  and  diverse,  and  the 
elaborate  ceremonies  now  used  by  Rome,  there  is  an  enormous 
difference.  All  the  distinct  assertions  of  sacrificial  powers  are 
mediaeval  accretions.  If,  therefore,  the  absence  of  these  particular 
words,  specified  in  the  Bull,  from  the  form  in  the  Edwardine  ordinal 
renders  it  defective,  and  vitiates  Anglican  orders,  the  absence  of 
the  words  from  the  form  used  by  our  Lord  Himself,  and  from  the 
forms  used  by  the  primitive  Church,  must  render  them  all  de 
fective,  and  vitiate  the  orders  of  the  Apostles  themselves  and  of 
all  their  successors.  You  see,  then,  that  in  condemning  Anglican 
orders  on  account  of  this  alleged  defect  of  form,  the  Pope  has 
condemned  the  orders  of  his  own  Church  "  ("  Papal  Claims," 
S.P.C.K.,pp.  55,56). 

Does  not  all  this  tend  to  show  that  we  are  in  danger  of  allowing 
the  question  of  our  Orders  to  step  forward  into  a  position  where 
it  is  altogether  out  of  its  place  ?  Our  Orders  must  of  necessity 
be  null  and  void  in  Rome's  view  till  we  are  at  one  with  her  on  the 
Eucharistic  Sacrifice.  Vain  must  be  all  projects  of  union  while 
this  doctrine  stands  between  us:  Dean  Brevint  has  well  ad 
monished  us :  "  Look  into  what  Rome  is  by  what  Mass  is,  which 
is  no  leaf  or  branch,  but  the  main  stem  and  bulk  of  that  tree  " 
(Missale  Romanum,  p.  244,  Oxford,  1673). 

Rome  would  find  no  difficulty  in  recognising  our  Orders  if  she 
were  satisfied  with  the  ministry  of  an  Apostolic  Presbyterate. 
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But  how  can  she  recognise  our  ministers  as  her  priests  as  long  as 
she  consistently  requires  her  presbyters  to  be  ordained  for  the 
purpose  and  with  the  intention  of  giving  them  a  function  which 
we  regard  as  derogatory  to  the  priesthood  of  Christ  ?  Rome's 
doctrine  of  Orders  involves  the  doctrine  of  her  Real  Presence, 
and  of  her  Real  Propitiatory  oblation  of  Christ  (really  present  on 
the  altar)  for  the  living  and  the  dead.  And  this  doctrine  we  hold 
and  profess  to  belong  to  the  class  of  "  blasphema  figmenta,  et 
perniciosae  imposturae."  How,  then,  can  our  Orders  be  valid  in 
her  view  ?  And  how  can  we  consistently  desire  that  it  should  be 
otherwise  ? 

It  has  been  well  said  by  the  Bishop  of  Edinburgh,  "  It  comes, 
then,  simply  to  this  :  Can  we  surrender  the  principles  for  which 
the  Anglican  Church  has  steadily  contended  for  the  last  350  years  ? 
Or  can  we  hold  the  doctrines  of  our  Church,  and,  with  a  due  re 
gard  for  the  ordinary  and  rational  rules  by  which  historical  docu 
ments  are  interpreted,  can  we  reconcile  the  sense  of  our  historical 
and  authoritative  standards  of  doctrine  with  the  authoritative 
doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome  ?  The  only  answer  to  each  ques 
tion  is,  It  is  impossible  "  (Address  to  Diocesan  Synod,  1895,  p.  9). 
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